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PREFACE* 



JLF " the proper study of Mankind is Man/* as a 
writer not less acute than elegant has observed, it 
is presumed that a greater diversity of incident, 
manners, and character has seldom presen^ted it- 
self than is to be found in the following pages. 
They exhibit a moral delineation of society in the 
opposite extremes of high and low life, of fashion 
and rusticity, ahd of course pourtray a contrast pro- 
portionably striking; from Vhich, while amuse- 
ment is derivedv instruction is in a manner forced 
upon the reader, without the fatigue of study or 
^ investigation. In such sketches of real life and 
--- manners as are contained in these pages, those cir- 
cumstances and events, which, any otherwise 

- attested, would appear romantic, are found to be 
^ ,-Teal ; the surprize thus created is agreeable, the 

information genuine, and the effects of the whole 
_ not less pleasing than permanent. 
^ A parallel to the Earl of Berkeley may be found 
% in the gallant gay Lotharios of the present and 
_ other times, who have never made any scruples as 

- to equality of birth, or plebeian connections, v^Yieu 

i the gratification of their passions was the ob.i^^^^^ , 
^ view. Not so with Lady Berkeley ; for^ abating 
T^ the imprudence of sufferins^ herself, in tib^ fij^^^ 

-^' '^ Digitized by VjOOyiC 
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X HOUGH the recent transactions of the Com- 
mittee for Privileges, in the House of Lords, may 
have rendered the name of Berkeley in some de- 
gree familiar wi^hthe well-informed, the history of 
this nobleman's connections cannot be considered 
as complete, unless some important particulars, 
which occurred in the same Committee of the 
House of Lords on the investigation of the Earl 
of Berkeley's peerage in 1799, are prefixed to the 
present narrative. 

When the Peers' Pedigree Bill was passed, 
about the time alluded to, it appears it was ne- 
cessary that the marriage, death, &c. of each peer 
should be proved.. Accordingly, on the 27th of 
May, 1799, Garter, King at Arms, being called in, 
^ the pedigree of the Earl of Berkeley being pro- 
duced by him and read, he was asked what know- 
ledge he had of any of the facts therein stated ? 
In answer to this, he informed their lordships, 
that he had an extract from the register of the 
marriage and death of Lord Berkeley s father, and 
of his burial also, which he received with many 
others^ from the Rev. Mr. Carrington, then mi- 
nister of the parish of Berkeley, Being asked if 
he compared them? he said, he did not; the 
registers themselves being in Gloucester; neitheY 

did he know whether the clersrvman himself com- 

pared them, though they were written in his own 

l:ftand and certified by him. 

Having the next day presented the copies of the 

registers alluded to, then in order to prove the 
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to be an extract from the Registry of Marriages of 
the parish of JJerfceley in the county of.Gloucester, 
as delivered to hira by Mr. Caleb Carrington. 

Though this gentleman's predecessor, the Rev. 
Mr. Ilupsman, had died only in the month of 
November 1798, he could not recollect the period 
of his own institution to the living, nor could he 
say exactly to a day when the registry of the 
parish came into his hands ! It was kept, he said, 
by the curate* but he coiiid not tell whether nu- 
merical 1}'' or not ! And though the entry of the Earl 
of Berkeley's marriage was entered as 7^? it was 
not, as he acknowledged in its place following 
No. 73, and before 75, but upon the last leaf, and 
the wrong side upvvards^; he added there was no 
blank between 73 and 7«5, but another, 74, in its 
place ; in fine, he afterwards described the appear- 
ance and situation of the book, in the very same 
terms as he used, since the death of Lord Berke- 
ley; and Mr. Scriven, belonging to Lord Berke- 
ley's attorney, was his coadjutor. 

Mr. Carrington being afterwards ordered to 
produce the original registry of the parish of 
JBerkeley, together with the original book of banns 
at the next meeting of the Committee ; then in- 
formed that there was a second marriage, and Lord 
JBerkeley, then present in his place^ acknowledging 
thp same; Mr. Marmaduke Robinson produced 
^ paper, an extract from the registry of marriages 
of the parish of St. Mary at Lambeth, in the 
county of Surrey, certified by Mr. Swabey the . 
clergyman, as follows: — 

'* No. 628.^-rThe Right Honourable Frederi<^|^ 
Aije^ustus Berkeley, Earl of Berkelf?y, a batchelor,^ 
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day of Mayy in the year one thousand seven 
hundred and ninety-six. 

" By me, John Lloyd, Curate/* 
" The marriage was solemnized between us, 

** Frederick Augustus Berkeley, 
" Mary Cole. 
In the presence of " William Tudor, 

" Caleb Canington/' 

On the 3d of June, the Rev. Caleb Carrington 
appeared Bgaan before the Committee, and pro- 
duced two of the registry books of the parish of 
Berkeley. In the course of the examination that 
followed on this occasion, the embarrassment of 
the witness was manifest, in his attempt to ac- 
count for the previous concealmen i and subsequent 
discovery of the r^istry of Lord Berkeley's banns, 
which embarrassment was apparently increased by 
his being asked, how the old registries came to oe 
deposited at all at Berkeley Castle ? and whether 
he did not know that the canon prescribes in what 
manner he was to keep the registry ? how he could 
imagine he had kept it in the manner prescribed 
by the canon ? and why he did not keep the re- 
gisters as the law directed ? 

The singularity of Mr. Carrington's admitting 
that the first time he heard Lord Berkeley express 
any apprehensions relative to the loss of the entry 
was not before^ but long after, Mr. Hupsman's 
death, did not escape the notice of the Committee. 
And besides, Mr. C. acknowledged that he was 
particularly instructed to look for the entry upon 
the first leaves, and this by Lord Berkeley himself. 

As to Richard Barns, the person who was sup- 
posed to have witnessed this singular marriage by 
bis mark, Mr. Carrington, even at that early periodic 
did not know, nor had ever asked, who he was . 
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doubt that it was the hand writing of the de- 
ceased Mr. Hupsman ; neither did he ever hear of 
of Lord Berkeley's first marriage till after the death 
of Mr. Hupsman. 

From the further examination of Mr. Carrington, 
it appeared that Mr. Tudor, brother to Lady 
Berkeley, supposed to have been a witness to the 
first marriage, was indisputably a witness to the 
second at Lambeth church, and was then an 
Assistant-Commissary at Maidstone in Kent, and 
that he did not express any difficulty at certifying 
to the se<*ond marriage, in which it was stated that 
Lord Berkeley was a batchelor and Mary Cole a 
spinster^ when he had been a witness to the first 
marriage ! 

Lady Berkeley, this witness admitted, was not 
generally called Lady Berkeley, till after the second 
marriage ; nor was the youngest or the eldest son 
then called Lord Dursley. Before this marriage, 
he also stated, that some of the servants having 
called her so at Little Hampton, were forbid to 
repeat this appellation. As to the concealment of 
the register, the witness believed that Lord Berke- 
ley in some degree sanctioned it. 
• The evidence of Mr. John Scriven, who assisted 
Mr. Carrington in searching for the register, was 
nearly a repetitian of what had been stated by his 
predecessor ! 

Mr. William Tudor being called, and asked if 
he was present at the marriage of the Earl of 
Berkeley in 178^, as stated in the pedigree? ac- 
knowledged that, and his hand writing, and that at 
the time, it was Lord Berkeley's request that the 
marriage should be kept a secret. Of the hour of 
marriage this witness was ignorant, nor did he 
know whether there was any body in the churchy 
hftsides \\\e siihsrnhTno" i\ntnpssps ! The hodv of 
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part of the book it was in ; and to the question 
whether he made any objection to attending Lord 
Berkeley to church the second time ? he answered, 
None ; I urged the necessity of it. 

Respecting Richard Bams, the other witness^ 
Mr. Tudor could not tell whether he attested the 
register first or last, though, to the best of his 
recollection, he himself signed first. Being asked 
how did the other ? he answeted, he could not 
write. What was he ? I really cannot say what : 
I never saw him till I met him in the church with 
Lord Berkeley: he knew nothing of him before or 
since : not where he lived, nor whether he was 
Hving or dead ! 

The witness further stated that he had consulted 
the late Mr. Bearcroft as to the legality of his 
sister's marriage; and upon its being observed to 
him, that it would be proper to produce that paper 
upon which he took the opinion of counsel, he 
answered, that he had not got it — that he did not 
keep it ; that he could not even say whether he 
left it with the counsel or brought it back ; the 
information he received from Mr. Bearcroft was by 
word of mouth. 

To ascertain the period of the birth of Lord 
Berkeley's children, viz. William Fitzhardinge, 
Morton Fitzhardinge, and Augustus Fitzhardinge, 
Mrl Francis Townsend, Windsor Herald, produced 
a paper containing several extracts from the re- 
gistry of the parish of St. George, Hanover-square; 
and others were also brought from St. Martin s 
in the Frelds. Mr. Carrington produced a cer- 
tificate of the burial of Francis Ducie Fitzhardinge^, 
son of the Earl of Berkeley, buried in the famil>^ 
vault at Cranford, on the^2Uh of |Iarc^^X^f » 
with others of births, christenincrs, &c. 
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the evidence given against him ; and his brother, 
Morton Fitzhardinge, is only in his fifteenth year, 
and cannot claim to be called to the House oi 
Peers till he shall have reached twenty-one. 

The eldest son of the alledged marriage in 1785 
is put into this curious predicament. He was 
forced to quit the House of Commons as being a 
Peer, and not allowed to enter the House of Lords 
as being a Commoner. May he not petition the 
House of Commons to resume his seat as he was 
turned out on a false pretence ? 

All that is further necessary to be known re- 
specting the Berkeley claim, may be traced from 
the following sketch : — This business, which has 
occupied so much time in the House of Lords, was 
brought forward early in the session, on the pe- 
tition of William Fitzhardinge Berkeley, stating 
himself to be the eldest son and heir apparent of 
the late Earl of Berkeley, and therefore entitled 
of right to the honours and dignities possessed by 
his father. It being known that the late Earl was 
publicly nmnied to the present Countess of Berke- 
ley in May 1796, and the son of that marriage 
born in October 1796, being a minor, the House 
addressed the Prince Regent to appoint one of the 
Law Officers of the Crown to appear for him, to 
take care of his interests. The case then came 
on to be heard. Mr. Serjeant Best, Sir Samuel 
Romilly, and Mr. A. Moore, attending as counsel 
for the .claimant, who claimed under a marriage 
alleged to have taken place between his father 
the late Earl^ and the present Countess, on the 
30th of March 1785, at Berkeley church. The 
Solicitor-General and Mr. Harrison attending on 
behalf of the son of the undisputed nvarri-age in 
1796, who failing, the claim g[ the claimant was 
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On the part of the son born in the year 
1796, evidence was adduced to shew, that it 
was impossible the alledged publication of 
banns in 1784, or marriage in 1785, could have 
taken place. A great number of witnesses were 
examined. It was proved that Lord Berkeley, in 
his own hand-writing, minuted down the form in 
which the baptism of his children by Lady Berke- 
ley, then living with him under the name of Miss 
Tudor, should be registered; and which was, pre- 
vious to 1796, uniformly as the illegitimate children 
of the Earl of Berkeley and Mary Cole ; that his 
lordship ^wore himself to be a batchelor in 1796, to 
obtain a licence for his marriage with Lady Berke- 
^^y, denominated in the affidavit Mary Cole, 
^Anster ; and that with respect to the son born 
aft^r that marriage his lordship in his own hand* 
W'lting minuted down the form for the registry of 
his baptism, expressly denominating him Lord 
Duisley, son of the Earl and Countess of Berkeley. 
The life of her ladyship was also traced in evidence 
from the death of her father, William Cole, (who 
lived at Wooton, in Gloucestershire), in December 
1782, or Jan. 1783, her coming to London, her 
going into the service of Lady Talbot, afterwards 
in March 1784, into the service of Mrs. Foote, in 
Kent, which she quitted at the end of December 
1784, and came to London ; went to Gloucester 
in June 1785, and came to London again in the 
autumn of that year. Evidence was also given of 
declarations of Lady Berkeley and of Lord Berke- 
ley, at different times, between 1785 and 1796, 
indicating that they were not married. Several 
witnesses were likewise examined to prove that 
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never heard any such banns published, nor were 
they heard by any one who was in the habit of 
attending Berkeley church at that' period. The 
name of Augustus Thomas Hupsman, the Vicar 
of Berkeley, signed to the registry of the marriage, 
was declared by his widow not to be like his hand- 
writing, and the rest of the registry was proved to 
be in the hand-writing of Lord Berkeley, including 
the words " the mark of Richard Bams,*' who 
was stated to be a stranger, who had been called 
in to witness the marriage, but who, it appeared, 
had never since been heard of, and no such person 
was known. Evidence was likewise adduced to 
shew that Lord Berkeley was not acquainted with 
Lady Berkeley till late in the year 178o. Lady 
Berkeley having stated in her evidence that she 
became ill soon after her marriage, and continued 
so for a considerable period in London and at 
Gloucester, during which his lordship scarcely 
ever saw her; evidence was adduced to shew that 
her illness at Gloucester was of a trifling nature. 

Witnesses were then finally called by the House 
of Lords, whose testimony went to shew that the 
first known intimacy between Lord and Lady 
Berkeley was not till the autumn of 17S5, and one 
of whom, the Marquis oPBuckingham, deposed to 
repeated conversations between his lordship and 
Lord Berkelev, in which the latter stated himself 
not to be married to the person then living with 
him, now Lady Berkeley, by whom he had chil- 
dren ; and that he actually proposed to the Noble 
Marquis to become a mediator with his brother. 
Admiral Berkeley, to engage to marry his eldest son 
to an illegitimate daughter (by Mary, now Countess 
Berkeley) in which case he would setjle^th^^^t^^^ 
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ABSTRACT OF EVIDENCE, 



^■^hE first sittiu^ of the Ck>minittee of Privileges com- 
-^ meiioed e» Monday, March 4, 1811, when. Lord 
Wakingham being in the chair, the petition of William 
FiTXHAADiNGE BsjtK£LiLY, ctaiming as of right to be 
Earl of Berkeley, Viscount Dursley, and Baron Berkeley, 
with his Majesty's refecence thereof to the House of Lords, 
and tile Report of bis Mayesty's Attomey^General there- 
unto annexed, were read. Afterwards, an instruction to 
tike Committee was read, to consider in the first instance 
what proceedings ought to be directed by the House to be 
adopted, in oid^ that due attestioo may be secured to any 
interest whicb any son or sona of the late Earl of Berkeley, 
bom after the 16th day of May, 1796^ may have in the 
dignities claimed, and that they dp report to the House 
thereupon.— An humble address was also proposed to be 
presented to his Royal Highness the Prince Regent, to 
request his order that the Solicitor-General do attend the 
House on the hearit^ of the petition of William Fitzhard^ 
inge Berkeley, &c. 

On the 7th of March t^e letters patent of nobility, 
^nted to the Berkeley family in the reign of Charles 11* 
were delivered in and read. After this, to prove thaX 
Frederick Augustus, late Earl of Berkeley, sat first i^*- 
parllaroent on the 5th of June, 1766, Edward Parratt, jut»^ 
was called in. Then Sir Samuel Romilly proposing: to piov^ 
the death of the late Earl, EDWARD JENNER, IVLP- 
w*i called in, and being sworn, was examijied as follo^?vs : 

You attended the late Lord Berkeley in his last illness? 
—Idid. 
Wh«i did be die?— On the 8th of August last 
Do you know that he died on that day .^ — Most ceFt:aiiiIV' 
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After the necessary foiros had been gone through, the 
Hou^ adjourned till the 8th of March, when the minutes 
of the last Committee being read, and the counsel called in, 
the Right Hon. MARY Countess of BERKELEY was 
called, and a chair being jplaced for her, her ladyship 
came to the table, and having been sworn by the Lord 
Chancellor, was examined as follows: 

When was your ladyship first married to the late Earl 
of Berkeley ?-r-On the 30th of March, 1785. 
' Where was that marriage solemnized ?^— In the parish 
church of Berkeley. 

Who was the clergyman that solemnized that marriage ? 
r^The Rev. Mr. Hupsman. 

Who were present at the time of the solemnization of 
that marriage P'T-My brother Mr. Tudor, and the clerk, 
^pd the late Earl of Berkeley. 

Was it the regular clerk of the parish who attended on 
that occasion ?-— No, I believe not. 

Does your ladyship know who brought that person there 
who officiated as clerk?: — I understood Mr. Hupsman 
brought him there. 

Does your ladyship know who that person was ? — No, 
J do not 

Was the marriage duly registered at the time ? — Yes, I 
think it was ; I am sure it was. 

Did your ladyship sign your name to that registry ?t- 
Yes,! did 

Thea Mr. Serjeant Best, of counsel fqr the petitioner, 
proposed to produce the registry of the marriage of th^ 
Earl of Berkeley in the year 1785, not for the purpose of 
going into all the evidence relative to it, but that the 
Countess of Berkeley might speak as to the signatures 
thereto, 

'Whereupon EDWAl^D PARRATT, sen, was called 
in, and having been sworn, produced a book, intituled, 
**The Register of Marriages solemnized in the ParislJ 
Church of Berkeley, in the Cpuntry of Gloucester ;" and 
was examined as follows ; 
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The witness turned to an ^ntiy in &e same, which was 
read asfolfews: 

•*Na 74.— Frederic* Augustus Earl of Berkeley, of 
** diis parish^ batdielor, and Maiy Cole^ of the same, 
** spinstar,' were married in this church, by banns, this 
** thirtieth day bf March, in the year one thousand seven 
** hundred and eighty-five; by me, 

** Augustus Thomas Hupsman, Vicar. 
** This marriage was solennuzed 1 Berkeley, 
" between us j Mary Cole. 

•* In the presence of W. Tudor. 
•* The mark of XI Bichard Barns. 

The entry was shewn to the Countess of Berkeley, and 
her Ladyship was further examined as follows: 

Will your Ladyship state to the Committee whether the 
name *• Mary Cole,*' affixed to that entrv, is your Lady- 
ship's hand- writing, and was written at that time ?-^Yes; 
and it was written at the time. 

Will your Ladyship state whether the natne ** Berke« 
ley," is the hand- Writing of Lord Berkeley, and was 
written at the time ? — Yes; it is the hand-writing of Lord 
Berkeley^ and was written at the time. 

Was the name^ Augustus Thomas Hupsman, written at 
the time ? — Yes ; it is the hand- writing of Mr. fiupsman ; 
and that name was written at the time. 

Was the name of William Tudor, which your Ladyship 
will find there as a witness, written at the time^ aira by 
Mr. Tudor? — Yes, it was* 

Was that marriage immediately avowed, or was it kept 
a secret ? — ^It was kept secret. 

When was it first proposed to the Earl of Berkeley that 
that marriage which your Ladyship has stated to the 
House was kept secret should be avowed? — I cannot 
exactly tell. 

Does your Ladyship recollect, when it was proposed to 
Lwd Berkeley that that marriate should be avowed, the 
teasons that Lord Berkeley gave tor the furiiier conceal 
ment of that marriage ?— Yes, I do recollect them- 

Have the goodness to stjtte them ? — l^rd Berk* ley gave 
me as a reason that the registry had been destroyed, and 
that it could not be avowed without e^reat risk to the 
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ley, was it determined Aat the teatriage should still be 
loept seci^et?*— Yes, it was. 

Does yotir Ldwlyship l<ecol}GPct cotmilttn^ iHibh ^any itnd 
what prof(b57sioimi man^ asnd whotis inspecting what w«8 iXy 
fee done «mdet the iftot of the i<egii^y having been de- 
stroyed ? — Yes, I consumed Mr. Bdarcrofti 

When tlid yoiir Ladyship consult Mr. Bearcroft? — ^I do 
not exactly recol*e<* the chte; it was hefere tfat sftobnd 
marriage took filace. 

Will your Ladyship b^ .g6od enoogh to State to the 
House what advice Mr. Bearcroft gave upon thit subject ? 
—He recommended a second marriage, under the drc«m- 
stances of the case. 

Was that advice in Writing ? — ^No, 1 think it was not in 
ivriting. 

The At*onieyi<T«ieral ol^edted *o the «vk}enoe» 
Mr. Serjeant Best was heard in eupport of the same. 
Thecouiis^ havii^ withdmwn, t^^re agsm called in; 

-ea^ tihe <:oufi!sel for ^ petitioner were directed to pro* 

tceed : 

Did your Ladyship in&mediately 'acqukste itt the ftflvioe 
<rf Mr. Bear cfoft, that t)iere should be a sefcdttd ntofifege ?~ 
No, I did not. 

What were your Lady^ip^s retts^ns for TM ittittrediately 
'^cqaiesc^irtg fn that ztdvicef— 4 thought it -would he for- 
saking my eldest son, and giving up all pcte^lbilify, in rny 
own mind, of proving the first marriage^ 

In €(M?iseq*ience of this, h^ your Ladyship a second 
interview with Mr. Bearcroft ?•— Yes, I hdt4. 

Did he get over those difficulties which ejristed in your 
Ladyship's mind, and how ? — ^He did rrot quite get over 
t^ difficulties. 

But did your Ladyship submit to his opinion?— -He 
Vvenft to Brighton, afwd I determined to reroarn unmarried 
till he teturned. Mr* Bearcroft did not then know veho I 

In consequence of the advice you had received from Mr. 
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i^rty«(red, t)r iras ft stiU concealed >— Tbe marriage was stiB 
concealed. 

Did yoar Ladyship lake tbe title of Countess of Betke- 
ky, or did your Ladyship pass by the same name yon had 
fimnerly passed by f — ^I passed by tbe same name I had 
done before, and rd^ised to be acknowledml then. 

By what name did yonr Ladyship pass ? — ^Miss Tudor. 

Down to what period of time dia your Lady^p con* 
thiue by tbe natnecSr Miss Tudor? — ^I cannot exaictly tell to 
a few months, but I think about tbe latter end of 1797, ot 
tbe beginning of 1798. 

Is the Committee to miderstand that your Ladyship then 
iBSnmed the title of Countess of Berkeley ? — ^Yes ; I did. 

Was the petitioner then called by the tide of Lord 
Dorriey?-^! cannot answer to a few months, bat very 
soon after. 

^ From the p^od when the petitioner was called by the 
^tle of LordlDuTsley down to die present time, has he 
b^en calted by the tide of Lord Dursley ?— Until his fe. 
therms death* 

Bzs be been in evety respect treated from that time as 
the eldest li^ttimate son oi the late Earl of Berkeley ? — 
Yes ; he was treated so from die hour of his birth, except 
in taking the tide. 

Does your Lady^p recollect die occasion upon which 
he was first called Lord Durslgr ? — It was in consequence 
of an opinion given by Lord Chief Justice Mansfield. 

Your Ladysnip was living with Lord Berkeley at the 
period of his last ilhiess and death > — ^Yes. 

Can your Ladyship form any opinion as to the cause of 
that illness? 

The Attomey-Genoal olgected to the qnestioD. 

Mr. Serjeant Best and Sir Samuel RomiUy W«e heard w 
«^ort of the ^ue^on. 

The Attorney^^General was heard in reply. 

The counsel baring withdrawn, were again called *«^'* 
and tbe Lord WaMngham informed them, that the of^^^ 
tioa piopoUBded ought not to be put. 

Whether whilst Lord Berkeley was lying ill at 'Berk^]^- 
Casd^ bis Lordship did not dictate to your l^djpbio /^ 
tainletters?-Tes;hedid. Dgtzedby-L^aC^lC ^ 

How \nntr fv»^r^ T^r/I Y^rlr^1^^*o AtKkth WaS It that' ^__ 
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seven or eight days, but not to my recollection, for 1 
thought it had been only three op four days. 

Was Lord Berkeley then in such a state that it appeared 
to your ladyship he was satisfied he was about to die ?— • 
Yes ; he was. 

What did your ladyship do with the papers you took 
down from Lord Berkeley's dictation? — I gave them to 
Mr. Hughes, tutor to my children, by Lord Berkeley's desire. 

Then a letter was shewn to the Countess of Berkeley, 
and she was asked. 

Is that one of the letters ? — Yes ; it is. 

Is that signed by the Earl of Berkeley ? — Yes. 

Does your ladyship recollect, -that besides the one just 
shewn to your ladyship, which was addressed to Lord 
Craven, there was another addressed to bis Royal High- 
ness the Prince of Wales ? — There was. 

Was there any other letter addressed to any other per- 
son besides the one shewn to your ladyship of the 5th, 
addressed to his Royal Highness the Prince of Wales?— 
There was one to Admiral Berkeley. 

Does your ladyship know whether that letter addressed 
to Admiral Berkeley was forwarded to Admiral Berkeley 
on his station abroad ? — Yes ; it was. 

Your ladyship is understood to say that the letters you 
took down from the dictation of Lord Berkeley you deli- 
vered over to Mr. Hughes ? — ^I did. 

By Lord Berkeley's orders ? — Yes. 

Did your ladyship in consequence give any directions, 
and what, to Mr. Hughes ? — Lord Berkeley desired me to 
take them to Mr. Hughes to have them written out, and 
to be returned to him (Lord Berkeley), for his lordship's 
signature. 

Is the present claimant the first son of the marriage of 
which your ladyship has spoken ? — He is. 

The Countess having withdrawn. Dr. Edward Jenner 
was again called, and asked if he had seen the deceased 
Earl write? answered. Many times; and being shewn the 
entry in the registry of the parish of Berkeley, was asked if 
he believed that signature/' Augustus Thomas Hupsman," 
to be the hand-writing of Mr. Hupsman? answered in the 
affirmative. Of this signature he entertained no doubt ; 
but he was not so confident of the rest of the entry being e 
in Mr. Hupsman's own hand, who had a peculiar manner 



( 7 ) 

Then the entry was read, and is as follows : 

*• Banns of Marriage between Frederick Augustus Eari 
of Berikelqr, of this Parish, Bachelor, and Mary Cole, 
Spinster, were published on the following days, namely, on 

Sunday the ^th of November. 

Sunday the 5th of December. 

Sunday the 12th of Deceml^er 1784. 

Augustus Thomas Hupsman, Curate." 

The book was delivered in and inspecced by the Lords. 

Dr. Jenner being asked if Mr. Hupsman, tlie deceased 
clergyman, left a widow and a daughter behind him ? 
answered. Yes ; and that both were living ; the latter beiug 
married to a Mr. Hicks, at Berkeley. He abo recollected 
a ijnan of the name of John Clark, being clerk at the time, 
whom he also thought was still living ; and that a man of 
the name of Pruett, officiated for some years for John Clark, 
as the lay clerk of the parish of Berkeley, but who had 
then been dead about seven years. Pruett died at Berkeley, 
and was by trade a mason^ 

Dr. Jenner being asked if he knew any thing of Barnes, 
a man whose mark was signed in the registry ? answered. 
Nothing whatever. 

Dr. Caleb Hillier Parry, who also attended his Lordship 
in his last illness, confirmed the evidence given by Dr. 
Jenner. 

On the 11th of March, the will of the late Earl Berkeley 
was brought into the House, from the Recrj^try of the 
Prerogative Court of Canterbury, and John Hone, one of 
the subscribing witnesses, attested the same; however, 
the Committee were of opinion that the question. Whe- 
ther the will offered in evidence by the Counsel for the 
Petitioner be admissible, should be postponed. 

Thomas Rudge being called in, and having been sworn, 
produced a book, indorsed "Presentations, Sequestrations, 
Confirmations," ^c. in which the appointment of Mr- 
Hopsnian and other clergj men succeeding to the living of 
3erkel^y, was entered. 

Then JOHN SCRIVEN l>eing called in and sworn, 
was examined as follows : ^ r^ i 

Of what profession are you ? — A conveyanceFedbyGoOglc 
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and arrived at Berikeley on th^ 7th of March, the following 
day. 

By whose direction did. you go, at whose instance ?-^At 
the request of Mr. Boodle. 

He was at that time Lord Berkeley's solicitor ?-^He was. 

Will you state to the Committee what you found on 
arriving at Berkeley ?— On our arrival at Berkeley we went 
immediately to the Castle, my Lord Berkeley's residence, 
and enquired for a Mr. Simmons, whom I then understood 
to be either the steward or bailiff of the Noble Earl. Mr. 
Simmons was absent Mr. Carrington, who was with me, 
proposed that we should go down to the Parsonage House. 

Did Mr. Carrington go from town with you P-^-He did ; 
the object was to see whether the registries of the parish 
were at the Parsonage House or not ; Mr. Carrington, as I 
understood, thinking it possible that they might not have 
been sent from the Castle to the Parsonage, agreeably to 
directions for that purpose that he had previously given. 

You found them at the Pai^onage House? — We there 
found the box that contained them. To the best of my 
recollection it was empty ; I cannot positively state that as 
a fact. We then returned to the Castle, ?ind left word that 
we were going down to the inn, desiring to be sent for as 
soon as Mr. Simmons returned. We were accordingly 
sent for, and Mr. Simmons informed Mr, Carrington, that 
the books were then in the custody of a Mr. Lewis, (I think 
that was the name) the curate of the parish. Mr. Car- 
rington directed a porter at the Castle to go down to Mr. 
Lewis, requesting that the books might be sent up. Mr. 
Lewis came himself, hut without the books ; and, on 
Mr. Carrington's suggestion that they should be deposited 
in Lord Berkeley's evidence-room for safe custody, Mr. 
Lewis desired the same porter, I think it was, to accom- 
pany him to his house. In the mean time we went into 
nis Lordship's evidence-room, and shortly after the books 
were sent to us : I believe they were five in number. We 
began our search, each taking a book ; and I think that we 
went through the whole of the five books without making 
any discovery. We exchanged books. Mr. Carrington 
/\hc^rv^/l in tti^ flint h(^ fhnuffht a hook which he then had 
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die banns of marriage of die Earl and Countess of Berkeley. 
Encouraged by this, we resumed our search, and went 
together over oae book. We observed, and I think U first 
occurred to me, that there was a pudcering at tl^ end of 
one of die books ; and if I moUect ri^t, there was an 
appearance of the cover of a letter, or some such thing, 
watered upon that whidi appeared to be the cover of the 
book. I again took my pcniKniie and opened a comer of . 
it, and soon found that it was a r^istry,and then (perhaps 
rather carelessivj tore it up; and I think Mr. Carrington 
made a copy of it, and it proved to be die registry of the 
marriage* oaving made a copy, we closed the books, and 
put them into this box, and then left the evidence-room. 
It was understood l>etween us, that the motive of our 
coming to Berkeley, and our success, should not be spoken 
o£ I'be inclination of my own opinion, I must confess, 
was to have mentioned it ; but it was so agreed we should 
not speak of it; we accordingly went for a very few 
minutes into the Casde, and then proceeded to the inn, 
and took a chaise, and immediately came back to town. 

Where did you leave the books?— In the evidence- 
room. 

In the box you aie speaking of? — ^I believe in the idoi- 
tical box. 

The witness then requested permission to examine the 
registries minutely, as he had not seen them these tea 
years. Then the r^^tiy oi the marriage was shewn to 
the witness, and haviug inspected it, he was asked. 

Is that book which you are now looking at in the same 
state in which it was when you left it at Berkeley ?— These 
seals were not upon it at the time we Idt it at Berkeley, 
nor was this writing at the bottom of the cover beginning 
Whh the words, "I, the Reverend Caleb Carrington," and 
^idinig with hb name; and the certificate in the left 
comer, b^innii^ with the words, '* We do hereby certify,** 
and aiding with the name ** L A. Simmons/* 

This part is irr^ular or tagged ; did you take any par* 
ticular notice of that after you had turned up this leaf?— 
I did not pay any attention certainly to the circumstance 
of its beii^ so ragged ; but I perfectly well recollect tear- 
ing it up rather in baste, being flushed with success of ^ 
Smling it, and I am convinced that in doing so I t(»e it from 
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Mn Carringtoii» his companion. Neither did he coniititi« 
mcate the circumstance of his having found the register 
to any one person. 

The Reverend CALfeB CARRINGTON was called 
iu^ and having been sworn, was examined as follows i 
Are you now vicar of Berkeley ? — ^I am. 
How long have you been in that situation ?— -I was in* 
stituted to the vicarage of Berkeley on the I4th of January 
1799. 

^ Had you been in the family of the Earl of Berkeley pre* 
viously to your being vicar of Berkeley ? — From the spring 
of the year 1794. 

In what situation ? — ^As tutor to the elder children ; all 
there were at the time. 

Do youj in the year 1799, recollect any conversaticm with 
the late Earl of Berkeley P—Certainly. 

State to their Lordships any conversation you had with 
the late Earl of Berkeley respecting his marriage ?—^In the 
yea^ 1799, about the beginning of Februaiy, the Earl of 
Berkefey was then anangmg matters for paying his income 
tax, or delivering in aq account of his income, and several 
conversations passed at that time between us on^the sub^ 
ject; in one of the last of them he observed, after having 
made deductions on other accounts, that he could not make 
any deduction on account of his children^ though he ought 
to have done so. 

Mr. Attorney Geneial submitted that though the decb* 
rations of a iather touching his fomily were evidence, yet 
his declarations of a particular fiu^t were not admissible^ 
and as the tendency ot the question put was to draw ftom 
the witness proof of declarations of Lord Berkeley re- 
specting particular facts, on that ground he submitted tht 
evidence offered ought not to be received* 

Mr. Serjeant Best of Counsel for the petidcner stated* 
that the enquiiy he was making was with a view to th«. 
declarations of Lord Berkeley^ as to his marriage, and th« 
Oliildren by that marriage. 

Mr. Attoniey-General stated, th«t if oflTered in that view 
fci« had no objection to it ; bul the answer given appeared ' 
t^ be going in a different direction. ^^.^.^^^ bvGoOQle 

^Will vou state what the Noble Earl said ott that ocS- 



( If ) 

that he 6ughl to have made, among other deductions, a de- 
duction on account of his children, sts they were really 
born in wedlock, though they had passed as otherwise 
born. 

Have the goodness to state what Lord Berkeley further 
said on this subject? — Lord Berkeley further said, that a 
ma.rriage had taken place between him and the lady who 
was the mother of the children some years before, I ao not 
know that he particularized the year, but before the birth 
of the children, but that the said marriage was totally 
v6id on account of having never been registered. 
Lord Berkeley made that observation ?— Yes he did. 
Do you recollect what further passed on Lord Berkeley 
making that observation ? — I said I thought the marriage 
might be capable of proof by other means ; be said No, it 
could not, since the Marriage Act. 

t)id you press him to take the opinion of counsel on that 
subject ?— 1 proposed that immediately. 

Who was the counsel whose opinion you proposed 
taking ? — Mr. Mansfield. 

Now the Lord Chief Justice of the Common Pleas ?— 
Yes. 

Do you know whether the opinion of Mr. Mansfield was 
taken on that subject ?— I believe at that time Lord Berke- 
ley was so positive in his ofrinion, that a marriage without 
registration was totally void, that he refused to comply. 

Did he afterwards comply ?— Afterwards, on a subse- 
quent conversation which I took an opportunity of having 
as early as I could, he consented tnat I should write to 
Mr. Mansfield. 

(By a Lord.) When was that conversation ?— I believe 
the next day, it was the first opportunity I had of convers- 
ing with his lordship. 

Then a letter was shewn to the witness, and he was 
asked by counsel. Is that the letter you received from Sir 
James Mansfield in answer to your letter ?— To the best of 
my knowledge it is : I have no doubt that this is the letter 
in answer to a letter written by me. 

When did you receive it?— About the 14th of February 
1799. 
The letter was read and is as follows : Digitized by Goo^le 
* Sir, * Temple, February 15th. 
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but it is void if it was not performed in a parish churcb, 
or if there performed without banns being published or a 
licence, the publication of banns or a licence being neces- 
sary to make a marriage valid. 

• The single witness now survrving may be sufficient to 
prove the marriage. The parties, in a case so circum- 
stanced that they can be examined, may also prove, the 
marriage, but this can hardly happen in the lifetime of the 
husband, because the only question which can produce an 
enquiry into the truth of the marriage must be owing to 
some daim made by the children as legitimate, and such 
claim can hardly be made during the life of the husband ; 
after his death his wife might be examined to prove the 
marriage in support of such claim by the children. It does 
not appear to me that any bill can be filed to perpetuate 
the testimony of these witnesses. I do not know that a 
signing the declaration proposed in the register where the 
baptisms of the children bom before the second marriage 
have been registered will be of any use, but it cannot I think 
do any harm, and therefore it may be adviseable to make 
the declaration, and if made, it should express not only 
the fact of the first marriage, but the reason why it was 
supposed not to be valid. The same sort of declaration^ 
if any, should be made where the baptism of the children 
bom since the second marriage is entered, to explain the 
reason of the difference in the registrations prior to the 
second marriage. You do not give me your direction, but 
I collect it from the date of your letter. I am, 

* Your obedient humble servant, 

* J. Mansfield. 

* I have answered your questions on account of the sin- 
gularity of the case, but it is quite of course to do so, and 
it is unpleasant, because, for want of explanations, often 
necessary, opinions so given are hazardous and lead to 
enor.' 

Do you recollect afterwards consulting Mr. Mansfield on 
this subject? — Lord Berkeley afterwards consulted him on 
the subject, not myself. 

Mr. Carrington being asked by counsel. Where he found 
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morning. [Then the witness produced a paper, and pro-* 
ceeded as follows:] * On the 7th of March 1799, 1 arrived 
at Berkeley from London with a gentlemen named Scriven, 
appointed by Mr. Boodle, but a stranger to me, for the pur* 
pose of examining in the most accurate manner possible 
the parish books, and among papers of the late Mr. Hups- 
man, if any such were to be met with, for a registration of 
the marriage of the Earl of Berkeley, which I was informed 
had been entered and attested in the parish book in the year 
1785, but by permission of the parties either concealed or 
destroyed, by Mr. Hupsman. Having obtained from Mr. 
Symonds the key of the evidence room at Berkeley Castle, 
where I had been informed some papers of the late Mr. 
Hupsman had been deposited, I examined them in com- 
pany with Mr. Scriven repeatedly with all possible care, 
but could find no trace or memorandum of the marriage. 
1 then sent John Mills, the porter at the castle, to the 
Rev. Mr. Lewes's, the curate at Berkeley, to fetch the pa- 
rish register books to us. Instead of sending the books, as 
desired, Mr. Lewes came in person but without the books, 
alledging that he often wanted them, and that it would be 
less trouble to him to keep them at his house. I told him 
that he might keep the books that were in use at his house ; 
but the old books which had been filled up some years, 
and were done with, had better be kept for safety till I came 
to reside at the vicarage house, in the evidence room, under 
the care of Mr. Symonds, in a strong oak box I had pro- 
vided, and which I shewed to him, where, by application 
to Mr. Symonds, Mr. Lewes could have access to them at 
all times. Of this Mr. Lewes approved, and John Mills 
the porter v/as again desired by Mr. Symonds, who was 
present, as well as Mr. Scriven at this conversation, to go 
to Mr. Lewes's house for the old books, which he did, and 
brought them to Mr. Symonds, who gave them to me in 
the presence of Mrs. Crouch then housekeeper ; they were 
five in number, some of them registers of banns and mar- 
riages, some of baptisms and burials. After spending a 
considerable time in fruitless search in the common way of 
searching, expecting to find one name after another, first 
one of us examining a book and then the other, by turns 
changing tlie books from one to the other, when one had .e 
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edge with a sharp penknife by Mr.,Scriven,was discovered 
to be two leaves pasted together round the edges ; we soon 
opened them and found the entry of the banns by Mr. 
Hupsman, of which we immediately took a correct copy, 
which we signed with our names ; after this we had hopes 
that the long sought-for entry of the marriage might still 
be found, and we began our search again if possible with 
still more diligence than before : the result was favourable 
to our labours, for we discovered it concealed in the inside 
of the cover of the book upon the pasteboard ; it appeared 
to have been written between lines ruled with ink for the 
purpose upon the last blank leaf of the book, but the wrong 
side upwards, which made me suppose that, at the time 
of the entry, the book might be reversed, and this appear 
to be the first entry made in it. The leaf appeared to have 
been divided in a liae from side to side without separation 
from the binding. Another marriage was entered upon 
the upper side of the same leaf on the part left uncovered ; 
the piece of the leaf covered which contained the entry 
was turned down upon the pasteboard cover of the book 
Kke a strap, the writing downwards ; upon this was pasted 
a half-sheet of paper, which, to a slight observer, effec- 
tually hid the strap, and the whole seemed the original 
cover of the book, over which an old paper was stuck with 
wafers. We were led to the discovery by a small pucker 
or two, and a small rising of the paper, not knowing whe- 
ther there might be any thing under, or if any thing, in 
what manner it might be placed. We happened to open 
the bottom of the book first, by which means we tore the 
entry from the book, of which I am certain it had been 
part, by comparing the parts separated and the indents 
exactly fitted each other. After taking a correct copy, we 
left the entrv fastened to the cover of the book \}y a blank 
leaf or half sheet of paper that had been pasted over ; 
we locked it with the other old registers, as I had promised 
Mr. Lewes, in the strong oaken box, and I gave the key of 
the box and the key of the evidence room to Mr. Symonds 
in the presence of Mr. Scriven and Mrs. Crouch, and set 
out immediately for London in corapanj^ vrith Mr. Scriven.' 

Point to the other en tiA"^ of marriurre vou allude to? — . 
This is it f pointing to it J; the date of it is the 94lh ofle 
June in the year 1790. Then poiritinfr to the marriage 
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. ^ After a short c^Mence from Lprd Berkeley's house ai 
Berkeley; oii account of some difference, Mr. Carrington 
leturoetl, and continued to live in the &mily. In con-^ 
sequence of acknowledging this, he was asked whether, 
during the five years intimacy which he had with Lord 
Berkeley, he ever leariit froin him, or his lady, that there 
had been any marriage prior to that of 1796, or that any 
one of the children then bom were legitimate? he ^nswer« 
ed, never. 

JDid net you, said the Solicitor General, always collect 
from him the contrary ?— No, I think not ; it wras a dubious 
matter. 

By what name did Lady Berkeley go ?— By the name of 
Miss Tudor. 

It was dubious whether she Was married, or not, going 
always by the name of Miss Tudor?— When she went by 
any name at all, it was that of Miss Tudor ; but she did 
not in the family always go by that natne. 

The only name by whidi you heard this lady called was 
that of Miss Tudor ?— -Sh^ was addressed sometimes by 
letter as Lady Berkeley, and sometimes I believe people 
personally addressed her as such, but I cannot point out 
who they were. 
. Did you ever address her as Lady Berkeley? — Never. 

l)id lAd Berkeley ever address ^er so?— He usually 
called her " Mary," and when he asked for her he used to ^ 
ask " Where is the Lady, or, your Lady ?" 

t)id any of the company with whom they associated ever 
address l^dy Berkeley by that title?— Most well-bred people 
addressed her by neither title, but as Madam. 

But none of them were so well-bred as to address her as ' 
Lady Berkeley ?— When they enquired after her, the usual 
way was " Where is the Lady, or the Lady of the Man- 
sbn?" or, if at Berkeley Castle, ** Where is the Lady of 
the Castle ?" bqt never positively as Lady Berkeley. 

How were your pupils called ?— The eldest was called 
by his father Fitz, and the others by their christian names. 

How did you address them ?— The eldest by the name 
of Berkeley, the others by their christian names. 

Did yoo at any time during those five years address the 
eldest of them by the name of Lord Dur-iey ?— Xo. GoqqIc 

Did you ever bear any person address him by that name ?^ 
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ptior to 1799, speak of either of those children as legitimdte 
chi Idren ?— Never. 

Did you ever hear either of them address the eldest of 
them as Lord Dursley ?— -Never. 

Nor represent him to any body in the family as Lord 
Dursley ?— Certainly not 

When you became the private tutor, did Lord Berkeley 
give you any directions how you were to treat the eldest 
of his children ?— None at all. 

'But he was always called in the presence of Lord Berk^ 
ley, and behind his back, either by the name of Berkeley 
or the name of Fitz? — I th'mk so ; I recollect no instance 
to the contrary. 

You remember the marriage which took place in the 
year 179o? — I was present at it, and a subscribing witness. 

Prior to that marriage taking place were you requested 
or employed by Lord Berkeley to have any conduct or 
manaa^enient of that marriage ? — Yes. 

What ? — To examine what was the best method of get- 
ting a marriage privately celebrated for him out of his own 



Did you upon that occasion consult with any proctor re- 
specting the Diarriage? — Yes, with Mr. Toller. 

Were you then instructed by Lord Berkeley, in the year 
1796, in applying for the licence for the marriage, to repre- 
sent that he had been married before ? — Certainly not 

. Did you go With Lord Berkeley to the place where he 
took his oath in order to obtain the licence ? — ^I did not. 

Where was the second marriage ; was it not in the parish 
of Lambeth ? — It was. 

Who was the clergyman who performed the ceremony ? 
—Mr. Lloyd. 

You were present at the marriage ?— Yes. 

For several months prior to the marriage where had 
Lord and Lady Berkely been living? — I do not recollect 
that; they were at Spring Gardens at the very time; but 
w here they had been for several months before I have no 
recollection. 

Were you not in their family ? — Yes. 

Do you mean to sajr, that at any time prior to 1796, ^ 
either of them resided for any time in the parish of Larn--^ ' 
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1>id fOQ evtr aee Lord or Lady Berfcdey at any time in 
that house in the parish of Lambeth. — Never. 

Was not their ofditnry residence in Spring Gardens in 
town» and Ctanford or Berkeley in the county, during the 
whole time you knew them ?— If you mean where they 
slept, I cannot tell ; in the day-time they were at Spring 
Gardens usually, whether constantly I cannot recollect* 

Have you any reason to believe that prior to that period 
they were living out of their own house ? — When I had 
taken a lodging for them in another place, it was not very 
improbable thqr might sleep in it 

Do you believe they ever did sleep in that lodging ?-^ 
know not whether they did or did not. 

You were at that time in their iamily ? — ^I was. 

You had access to their family at all times of the day ?— * 
I was sbmetimes in their fiimily, and partly in my own. 

You had your meals in the family ; you breakfasted, 
dined* and supped with the iamily ? — I am not sure whe- 
ther at that time I did ; my health was so bad I could not 
dine at their hour. Break^t I usually had in the family ; 
supper I had none. 

Did you ever miss them at breakfast ? — ^Very possibly 
they might be absent ; they might be at Lambeth without 
my knowledge.' 

Do you recollect the circumstance of Lord and Lady 
Berkeley being absent from breakfast ?— I cannet say whe- 
ther they mignt or might not, I have no recollection ; it is 
possible they might. 

The question is not, whether it is possible, but whether 
you, who always breakfasted in the family, remember that 
either of these parties was ever absent from the usual break-' 
fiist in the family ? — ^I qannot recollect whether they were 
«b0ent occasionally. 

Yott cannot remember the fact of their being absent?— 

After the marriage had taken pUce, at vjVucVv ^o>i ^^J^ 
mesent in the year 179^, you cont\n\ieA vo W^^ \^ V\<^ 
fiuniljr till the year 1799? — I ^jelieve Yoager; buX. ^qV^ 
Bte^ in the family. _ _.. ,p^v^T t:*^' 
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him and Lord Berkeley's family had been broken off a year 
before his death, I should think. 

Was there any dispute between them ?— ^There was a 
good deal of coolness between them in consequence of his 
behaviour; I understood that Lady Berkeley had repre- 
sented that she could not live under the same roof with a 
man of his habits and manners. 

Were they afterwards on better terms?— ^ Yes; Lord 
Berkeley had been promised by the late Mr. Pitt, the living 
of Beverstone, in the county of Gloucester, whenever it 
should fall, for Mr. Hupsmau; it did fall in the year 1794, 
and he came to Portsmouth, where the family then were, 
which was the first time of my seeing him, that brought 
him about the family again. 

When was that ?— I cannot precisely say ; I believe it 
was in the end of the year 1794. 

When was it the bi-each took place between them ^— I 
cannot tell ; it was some years before I went into the 
family. I do, not know that it was precisely a breach ; 
Lady Berkeley was disgusted with his manners, which 
were rather licentious. 

It was about a year before his death that he totally left 
the family P^-Yes, he was living under the name of Harris 
with the divorced wife of a Mr. Willmot, a Master in Chan- 
cery, somewhere near Henley. He died in 1798. 

Where was he living then? — Somewhere near Henley, 
wjth Mrs. Willmott ; the last quarrel he had with Lord 
Berkeley, which banished him the house entirely, was, 1 
believe, in February, 1797- 

There was a quarrel that banished him the house entirely 
in February, 1797?— Yes. 

Then he finally quitted the family?— ^^• 

Re-exatni»^^- i .^ tW 

3u have stated that Lad^/ BeyUe\ey previously to tne 

1790- w,s called Misf-fu^^pr. ^^^J^T^ 
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ye^r 1790 w^s called Miss fuclpr. and mat uie ^""»;"" 
was called Mr. Berkeley I tl^ere any dvffev^nce aft^ 

the marriage in 179a ?-i_x-' <- a-W. • 1 „v.\p 

Was sh? still SllerAr"^4^aaor>'YoTucons.deTab\e 

time: I do not know h«». . r-^.V^xVe- 

Was theclaimant stil? ^ '""^VTi*- Berkeley o^^'^^? 
I^y ?—Yes. "* called >^ • Diflit-ed by V-OOgl^^^^ 
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. In what respect P-P-^When there was any farcur. to be 
granted to the other children it was to be asked by him. 

Was hisbirth-day kept ? — Yes, it was always a day 6t 
great rejoicing, and there were a hundred or a hundred and 
twenty people invited. 

Was the birth«day of any one of the children bom after 
the second marriage kept ? — None at all. 

Was the claimant's birth-day celebrated in the same way 
after the second marriage as before the second marriage ?— 
Exactly the same. 

You have said, when asked as to the situation of Lady 
Berkeley in the family previously to the second marriage, 
that it was dubious; what do you mean by that? — She 
acted in every respect as the wife of Lord Berkeley ; sh^ 
acted as mistress of the family ; she acted as mistress of 
the property ; but she was not called Lady Berkeley, which 
caused the ambiguity. 

You have been asked whether you made any enquiries as 
to Barns, did you ever ask Lord Berkeley who Barns 
was r— -Never. 

When did you first hear of the name of Barns ? — I believe 
1 did understand, but whether from conversation with Lord 
Berkeley, I do not know, that he was some soldier that was 
quartered near the place, and that Mr. Hupsmaji got to 
serve as clerk, but that is mer^ hearsay ; I know nothing 
of it. 

The Right Honourable Sir James Mansfield, Lord Chief 
Justice of the Common Pleas, was next examined as to a 
letter from the Rev. Mr. Carrington, relative to his opinion 
on a marriage under particular circumstances ; this letter 
he acknowledged ; and further, it appeared he had been 
consulted by Lord and Lady Berkeley three or four times. 

Mr. JAMES ALEXANDER, an Attorney, being called 
in and sworn, the following questions were put to him : 

Were you in the year 1799, whilst an investigation was 
going on in this house employed by Mr. Boodle, to make 
any enquiries as to Richard Barns ? — I was desired by Mr. 
Moore a barrister, in the month of June 1799, to be an 
nc«i«tanf fn Mr. RnnHIp in poinp^ down to Berkelev to emC 
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kaine by which you were addressed was Miss Tudor ?— 
TeSj I yn&h sot to be tied down particularly to the date of 
the year. 

Perhaps your ladyship can enable the House to form 
some jddgeroent of the time before which you went con- 
stantly by the name of Miss Tudor ?— I think I dropped 
the name of Miss Tudor about a year after the second mar- 
riage. 

And at that same period did Lord Dursley first take the 
name of Lord Dursley ? — Not quite immediately. 

Is it to be understood that prior to about a year after the 
second marfiage neither your ladyship nor the claimant 
ever went the one by the title of Lady Berkeley,' or the 
other by the title of Lord Dursley ? — Not strictly so. 

How was it then ? — Many persons wrote to me as Lady 
Berkeley, trades-persons and others, whom I cannot imme- 
diately recollect. 

But did the gentry and persons who visited Lord Berke- 
ky address your ladyship oy any other denomination prior 
to the period you have mentioned than that of Miss Ta-i 
dor? — I should think some did, but I cannot answer the 
question more directly. 

Was it not generally that your ladyship went by the 
name of Miss Tudor? — I have already said so in my evi- 
dence. 

Did your ladyship ever take the name of Tudor, prior 
to the marriage with Lord Berkeley ? — No, I do not think 
1 was ever called Miss Tudor till after my marriage with 
Lord Berkeley. 

Your ladyship's maiden name prior to that was Miss 
Mary Cole?— Yes. 

From her ladyship's evidence it appeared, she had either 
ieen living in lodgings in Mount-street and South-street, or 
et her sister's, Mrs. Turner, in Chaxles-stTeet, Berkeley- 
square^ from December 1784, till MarcVxllBo. She also 
itcknowtedgedvisitmg Mr. Aubert a-t. Yvvs cout\Vxy house, 
liear Islington, in company with lord ^eT^e\ey, and also 
knowing Mrs. Powell, whose nanT^ xv^^^^^^^^^I^'^^m 
Hing, who had been housekeepeAn IvXrs. Toote; but could 
Jot recollect the circumstance^f MrS- 3latiu\Bg s visiting^e 
her in London. 
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At Berkeley ?— Yes; 

il6w long had your ladyship been at Berkeley before tft^f 
ifiarriage took place ?— I arrived at Newport from Londoiv 
the night before. 

Was Lord Berkeley in London when your ladyship left 
London, or did he go to Berkeley before your ladyship ?-^ 
I met him at Berkeley ; he was in the church when I 
arrived there. 

How long prior to that had you seen him ?— I cannot 
answer that question. 

Was it a week, a month, two monthls, or three months 
before ?— It was not long, but I cannot distinctly say how 
long'. 

Will your ladyship have the goodness to state, whether 
by " not long" yoti are to be understood it was not a month 
before, or two months, or three months, or a week? — I 
think I had seen Lord Berkeley within a week, or a fort- 
night, but I cannot answer that positively upon my oath. 
You had seen him in London ?-**-Yes. 
Does your ladyship know tew soon after you had seen 
him in London, Lore! Berkeley went into the country?— 
No, I do' not know. 

About a week or a fortnight before wa^ thfe time you 
had last seen Lord Berkeley ?— ^I wish not to be tied down 
too strictly as to time; I cannot remember more dis*- 
tinctly. 

For how long had your ladyship been acquainted with 
Lord Berkeley ?-^Ever since I was a girl at school. 

Where did your ladyship first become acquiainted with 
Lord Berkeley ?— At Mrs. Clark's boarding school, in Glou- 
cester. 

In what year? — I cannot answer that question. 
Perhaps your ladyship may be able to recollect how long 
before the marriage, or the circumstance of your own age 
may enable you to state about what time ? — *No, I cannot 
state about what time. 

Does your ladyship recollect how old you were at that 
time ? — ^I do not at this moment recollect. 

Did the acquaintance continue from the time of Lord 
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At what place was it? — ^Many years have passed, and I 
e^pnot more distinctly answer that question. 

Was it in Gloucester, in London, at Berkeley, or where? 
— ^Wherever I was Lord Berkeley found me out or followed 
Hie. 

Does your ladyship mean to say that Lord Berkeley was 
ip the,iiabit of visiting your ladyship while you were at 
Gloucester ?rr-I left Gloucester to avoid him. 

At w^at house will your ladyship have the gopdness to 
state. Lord Berkeley came to visit you before you left 
Gloucester to avoid him ?r— The only place I recollect to 
have seen him atjGJoucester, was at the house of Mr^ Par- 
ker, surgeon of his lordship^s regiment 

Excepting that4>lace your ladyship never remembers to 
have seen Lord Berkeley visiting you at any place in Gbu- 
cester ? — I have seen him constantly, but I cannot answer 
t\ie question mpre difitinctly upon my .oath. 

At what house in Gloucester had Lord Berkeley been in 
the habit .of vistting your ladyship, Jt)efare your ladyship 
left Gloucester ?-r-There are ways of pursuing ^ lady with- 
out visiting her at any particular house. 

Am I to understand Lord Berkeley did not come to the 
house where your ladyship was visiting during the time 
you were at Gloucester ? — 1 do not think he did at that 
period; I left Gloucester for good in the beginning <rf t\^ 
year 1784. 

To w^ .pls^ce did your ladyship go when you went 
from Gloucester, for good at that period ?— I went into 
Kent. 

Did your ladyship continue in Kent from that time, to 
tfie end of December 1 784 ?-r-Yes I did. 

During that interval was your ladyship in the habit qf 
at all coming to London ? — Never. 

Your ladyship then was under the loof of a lady of the 
name of Foote ? — I was,. 

During the whole tinie, from the ,time of your ladyship 
leaving Gloucester, which was in the month of March 
1784, till the month of December 1784 .>^— Yes. 

During the whole of that time your ladyship is under- 
stood to have been in Kent^ and never to have been at all iuj 
London? — No, never. Digitized by v^OO^ie 

How often durinfi: that interval from March to D-ecem- 
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When ?— Either in September or October, but I canoot 
exactly say which. 

Where did your ladyship see him ?— At a village called 
Lenham, or some such name, about two miles from the 
place where I resided. 

How came your ladyship to meet Lqrd Berkeley at that 
village ? — I feel a difficulty in answering that question. 

It is understood your ladyship left Gloucester, for the 
purpose of avoiding Lord Berkeley ? — I did. 

Did your ladyship go accidentally to this village, ot oq 
purpose to meet Lord Berkeley ? — I went on purpose. 

Then, except that time your ladyship did not see Lord 
Berkeley during the whole time you were in Kent? — I cor- 
responded with him. 

Has your ladyship got any of the letters? — No, not one. 

But your ladyship never saw Lord Bierkeley personally 
during that interval, but that one tinie? — I do not recollect 
at this distant period of time that I did, but it is a long 
timetigo. 

Your ladyship has said you saw Lord Berkeley about a 
week, or a fortnight prior to the 30th of March, when youi 
ladyship was married, that was the last time your ladyship 
had seen Lord Berkeley immediately before the marriage? 
—I think I said so, but I desire not to be tied down too 
particularly to time. 

Prior to that week or fortnight, or whatever it might be, 
and subsequent to the end of December 17S4,. when your 
ladyship came up from Kent; can your ladyship recollect 
whether you had been in the habit of seeing Lord Berke- 
ley frequently ? — I had been in the habit of seeing him fre* 
quently, but I cannot say how frequently. 

Was your ladyship in his company in the presence of 
any person, your ladyship can name? — No, I do no^ 
think I was. 

Is there no one person now living who had ever seen 
your ladyship in the company of Lord Berkeley prior to 
that time? — I do not recollect at this distant period that 
there is. 

About what time in the morning or day was it that the 
marriage took place? — I think as well as I can recollect, 
that it was between the hours of eight and nine in the ,e 
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1785, did your ladyship liye with Lord Berkeley regularly? 

r— No. 

Where then did your ladyship live, after the marriage 
had taken place? — I had a Ipdging in George-street^ 
Hanover-square. 

Did your ladyship immediately after that marriage come 
to that lodging in George-street, Hanover-square? — The 
first two days after my marriage, I think 1 went tp Kew, and 
to Hampton Court, with my hushand ; after that I think I 
went to George-street: I have some faint iclea that I 
might have gone to Mount-street, or perhaps South- 
- street. 

It is understood that after the marriage had tak^n place, 
you came up to London ? — I did. 

How long did your ladyship continue to-live in London ? 
— I went for the summer of 1785 to Gloucester, I believe in 
May, but am not quite dear.* 

From the month of March 1785, to May 1785, your lady- 
ship was constantly resident in London ? — Not constantly. 

Where then, if not in London ? — I was with my hus- 
band in the neighbourhood of Kew and Hampton Court 

Not at any place of residence that Lord Berkeley had ? — 
No, not till after I returned from Gloucester jn 1785. 

But in point gf fact, wherever it was, either at Kew, 
Hampton Court, or London, your ladyship was, immedi- 
ately from the marriage, constantly living with your hus- 
tend?— No, I did not say so; on the contrary, I was very 
ill, and we did not live much together. 

At yhat time was your ladyship very iH? — ^I continued 
very unwell for three months after 1 was rhanied. 

At what place had your ladyship that illness ? — ^I was ill 
at Gloqcester after J was married. And before I went to 
Gloucester I was ill in London. 

During that interval your ladyship is understood to have 
said, that you first vent with your hushand to Kew or 
Hampton Court, apd theii came to live in lodgings in 
London till the month 'of May, when your ladyship went 
to Gloucester?— Yies f I do not miean to tie myself particu- 
larly to the date of May, but aboiit that period. 

Your ladyship is understood to say, that you were taken 
ill soon after the mar^riage, and whilst you were in Loudon ? t 

^^YeS. "' Digitized by LjOOgle 



( so ) 

By whom ? — ^I cannot recollect at this period, so many 
years have elapsed. 

Was it by one person, or more than one ? — I was attend-^ 
cd by one. 

Was it an apothecary or a physician ? — ^I cannot recol- 
lect. 

Not eveathat circumstance, whether it was a physician 
or an apothecary ?— Not upon my oath, at this distant 
period. 

Was he in the habit of daily visiting your ladyship ? — 
I cannot answer so minutely. 

Your ladyship may remember whether the state of your 
health was so bad as to require the daily attendance of a 
inedical person? — I was unwell, but on that subject I can- 
not answer more fully. 

If the state of your ladyship's health was such as to 
produce a temporary separation from Lord Berkeley, I 
presume it was such as to require the constant daily at- 
tendance of a medical person ?-rI capopt here give a more 
distinct answer to that question, but I could give an answer 
to Dr. Denman, or any person of that description, who 
would see me on the subject. 

Was there any person of the description, or in the line of 
business of Dr. Denman in the profession, in attendance on 
your ladyship ? 

The counsel and witness being ordered to withdraw, were 
again called in, and her ladyship was- informed, there 
was no intention to ask hei* ^ to the nature of the 
disorder, but. 

Who was the medical person who attended her ladyship 
in town from the time of her marriage to the time of her 
going to Gloucester?—-! do not know the name of the 
inedical person who attended nae at that time, it was a 
medical person who was sent to. 

How long did that medical person attend your ladyship ? 
— I went to Gloucester in the month of May, consequently 
it could not have been above a month. 

Had your ladyship occasion to call in any medical man 
when you were at Gloucester ? — Yes ; Mr. Parker. 

Is he living or dead ? — He is dead. GooqIc 

Had your ladyship occasion for the atten'Bahlc^^ or^y> 

other mf^fliral n^rson af. Glourestftr nr Rprk(^lpv ?— — No. 
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by Mr. Parker? — ^Mrs.Farren,*iny sister, had a house in 
Soiithgate-street, I think the name of it is, the street lead- 
ing to Berkeley. 

How long did your ladyship ccmtinue with that sister ? 
i— I was at Gloucester till August or September as nearly 
as I can recollect 

And continued during the whole of that time at the 
house of Mrs. Farrea ? — Yes ; till the month of August or 
September. 

Was your ladyship visited by Lord Berkeley ?— I saw 
Lord Berkeley in Gloucester during that period. 
How often ? — ^I cannot say how often. 
From the month of May to the month of August or 
September was three or four months, during that time is it 
to be understood, that Lord Berkeley visited your ladyship 
at Mrs. Farren's house, had any meals with you, or lived 
with you there ? — No. 

Where was Lord Berkeley ? — I was very unwell, and 
cannot answer to where be was. 

How often, or nearly as your ladyship can recollect 
during that interval from May to August or September, 
may your ladyship have seen Lord Berkeley ?— I saw him 
several times, but I cannot exactly say how often. 

At Mrs.Farren*s house? — Yes; and at Mr. Parker^sj 
he was the medical person who attended me in Glou- 
cester. 

In what month was it your ladyship saw Lord Berkeley 
in that interval ? — I do not recollect 

Did your ladyship see him ten times during that inter- 
val ? — At the distance of six or seven and twenty years, I 
cannot answer upon my oath as to how many times I saw 
him. 

Does your ladyship think it was ten times your ladyship 
saw Lord Berkeley during that interval? — ^I cannot answer 
that question more distinctly. 

Can your ladyship recollect the name of any one persou 
i^ho saw Lord Berkeley in company with your ladyship at 
either of these houses ? — ^I do not think there is any persou 
now living who did see Lord Berkeley in my comfwmy at 
either of those houses except my brother, who saw hiio. 
once at the house of Mr. Parker. nr^r^n]r> 

Your ladyship means Mr. Tudor?— Ye§:9''^^^^y^^^S^^ 
Was Mr. Tudor liviner at Gloucester when vour ladyshi|> 
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A lodger at Mr. Parker's ?-*-He was to have been brouglii 
itp as a surgeon ; and he was living then with Mr. Parked 
to learn his profession"^ a surgeon. 

And he saw your ladyship once with Lord Berkeley at 
Mr. Parker's?— Yes, I think he did. 

Can your ladyship recollect any person who saw Lord 
Berkeley from May to August or September 1785 at Mrs. 
Farren's house ? — I cannot recollect any one. When he 
was there care was taken that nobody saw him. 

Had your ladyship at that time any servant attendant 
upon you ? — ^I had my sister's servant The house was iri 
met mine, because I paid the rent of it. 

To whom did your ladyship pay the rent?— ^The money 
I gave to my sister Mrs. Farren, or to my brother. 

So that Mrs. Farren paid the rent, but receiving the 
money from your ladyship?-— Yes, I paid it to Mrs. Far- 
ren or to my brother, one or the other. 

Does your ladyship know who was the landlord to whom 
the rent was paid ? — No, I do not know who was the 
landlord. 

Does your ladyship know what the rent was that was 
paid ?— No, I do not recollect what the rent was. . 

Mrs. Farren is dead ? — ^She is. 

Is the servant who attended Mrs. Farren living ?— ^I do 
not know, indeed. 

During the whole time your ladyship was there, from 
May to August or September, your ladyship cannot tell 
the name of one tradesman or servant of any description 
who saw Lord Berkeley at that house ?— Every care was 
taken that nobody should see him. 

By what name did your ladyship go, while you were at 
that house ? — I think by my own name. I think that per* 
sons who knew me called me Miss Cole. 

Constantly ? — I cannot recollect, but I rather suppose so^ 

After the marriage, and when your ladyship had taken 
the name of Miss Tudor, does your ladyship mean to say, 
that from the time of your coming in May to Gloucester 
till you left it in August or September, you went constantly 
by the name of Cole ? — I do not recollect ; those who knew 
irie, I think, must have called me by the name of Cole. ^qqIp 

Does your ladyship recollect any berson calling you by^ 
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>?^ Was your hdysbip^s sister unacquainted with the mar- 
^ Tiage? — While I was in Gloucester my sister was onac^ 
quainted with the marriage. 

From May to August or Septanber 1785 ? — Yes. 

When was your ladyship's mother acquainted with the 
marriage? — ^In 1786, so &r as I recollect; but I am not 
speaking positively that she had a knowledge of it at that 
time. 

Was your ladyship living with your mother at the time 
it was settled that there was to be a marriage ? — No. 

Where was your ladyship's mother then living? — lo 
Gloucester, 1 believe; I was in Kent when it was settled 
that I was to be married ; and my mother was then in 
Gloucester. 

Where was Mr. Tudor living at the time it was commu* 
nicated to him that there was to be this marriage upon the 
30th March, 1785 ? — ^If he was not with Mr. Parker he 
must have been living with his sister, Mrs. Farren, at that 
time. 

Does your ladyship know who cemrounicated to lum 
that there was to be this marriage on the 30tb of March, 
1785 ? — ^I did it myself before the banns were published, 
and before I left Kent, by letter. 

Does your ladyship recollect in what month it was that 
you communicated that circumstance to Mr. Tudor?— 
When I wrote to him, it was fixed on what days the banns 
should be published, because 1 was anxious that he should 
go over to Berkeley to hear them publish^. 

Was it fixed at that time on what day the marriage 
should take place ? — No. 

When was that communicated to Mr. Tudor? — ^It was 
conmiunicated from London, bqt I cannot fix the exact 
date. 

In what month ?— I think in March ; I am certain it was 
in March. 

That was by letter too ? — ^Tt was. 

Bow old was your ladyship's brother at the time he was 
made the confident of this secret ?— I cannot tell, but it 
mav be easily known. 

About the age of sixteen?— I do not know exactly at 
this moment, but I think it may be about the age roeiegle 
(ioned. 
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Tout ladjr^p ioes n^t recollect any m^Rber of the 
bmily, or any persdki who had ever before called him by 
thenaineof Tador? — No; I do not recollect any thing 
About it. 

He w^ always called W flie name of William Cole ? — t 
eaiiDot say that be was; I Was not with him. 

How came he to take.tip the name of Tudor in 1784?— 
I always understood that we had relations of the name of 
Tudor, and I remember once going to Malvern Hills to visit 
tm aunt ; I had always understood from my eldest sister 
that thm was some relation of the name of Tudor, but 1 
cannot take inxMi me to answar more distinctly. 

Your ladysnip will have the goodness to state who that 
annt was ?— I cannot state who that aunt was, but I re* 
member b^ig taken to Malvern Hills when I was quite t 
ehikL 

Does your ladyship recollect in what situation that 
aunt was ?— *I thi^ she was in a veiygood situation; shft 
was living in a temporary residence at Great Malvern. 

A sin^e person ? — ^I cannot recollect whether she wat 
iingle or married ; she had a temporary residaice at Great 
Malvern. 

Does your ladyship know where her usual residaice 
was ? — ^No, I do not* 

During ihe time your ladyship was at Southgate-street 
at Mrs. Farren'Sy from the monto of May to the month at 
August or September following, does your ladyship re- 
member being visited by any barrister there ?— -Tes ; I do: 

What was his name ? — ^Pendall. 

Was your ladyship previously acquamted with him ?— I 
cannot recollect whether I saw him onoe or twice. Ha 
drank tea once or twice at my aster's. 

Had your ^dyship ever been acquainted wi& him prior 
to the time of his coming to drink tea vfith you?— I can<« 
not recoUect whether I luul or not, or whether my sista^ 
had met him or not. 

Did he come alooe or witii any other gentieoian?'^ 
think he came alone. 

Did he repeat his visits? — ^I think he was there twice, ^ 
^ as I recollect rr^n^n]o 
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Did your ladyship ever correspond with him ?— I wrote 
one letter to him. 

Where ? — He went the circuit, and wrote to me. 

Has your ladyship a copy of that letter? — No; but 1 
should like to read to the House of Lords, a letter which 1 
wrote to a friend of his to shew him, six months ago, in 
consequence Of his having taken great liberties in repre- 
senting the transactions, because I am sure no blame or 
spot whatever can be attached to my character. 

Your ladyship recollects having written one letter to 
him ? — Yes ; I did ; and if it could be produced, that 
would at once clear up the whole thing, without my pro- 
ducing the letter to wnich I have now alluded. 

Your ladyship never sent, through the medium of any 
person, to desire to have your letter delivered up to you? — 
Wo; but I heard Mr.Fendall had talked on the subject by 
insinuation, and not speaking out, that he knew a great 
deal of Lady Berkeley ; and I wrote a letter to Mr. West- 
laling, stating the transaction, which letter was put into 
Mr. Fendall's hands, and he sent his compliments back to 
me, and that he knew no more of the circumstances of the 
marriage than what I stated in the letter. 

Requesting fo know whether the letter she had men- 
tioned might be read, 

Mr. Attorney-General submitted it was not admissible : 
but left it to the decision of the House. 

Then her ladyship was informed, that in point of form 
the letter could not now be read. 

Your ladyship spoke of bein^^ acquainted with Lord 
Berkeley when you were at Mrs. Clark's school ; was Lord 
Berkeley living in Gloucester at the time you speak of 
being acquainted with him ; at the time your ladyship 
was at school? — I do not know if he was then living in 
Gloucester. 

At any time prior to your ladyship's leaving Gloucester 
for good, was he at any time resident in Gloucester? — I 
cannot answer that question. 

Was not your ladyship sufficiently acquainted with 
Lord Berkeley to know where he hved ?-— ^oQ^^'§|^ 
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i Was that the case at the time your ladyship first became 
acquainted with him? — I cannot answer that question. 

Will your ladyship try to recollect whether Lord Berke- 
ley was* with the militia, then assembled at Gloucester, 
when your ladyship became acquainted with him ? — I can- 
not recollect, 

Tour ladyship remembers the militia being embodied at 
Gloucester ? — i es, at times, certainly. 

Can your ladyship recollect when you first saw the 
militia embodied at Gloucester ? — ^No, I cannot 

How long before the marriage ? — ^I do not know that 
I ever saw it before the marriage, at any certain period of 
time. 

Your ladyship does not recollect bavins: seen Lord 
Berkeley in Gloucester, with the militia, before the mar- 
riage? — I cannot say whether I did or did not ; I dare say 
thatlhiave; Ijut I desire not to speak positively on my 
oath to that fact. 

Whether it was a year, or two years, or three years be- 
fore, your ladyship does not precisely recollect ? — I do not 
know any thing of the militia. 

The question is. Whether your ladyship saw Lord 
Berkeley in Gloucester, with the militia, before the mar- 
riage ? — I dare say I did. 

After your ladyship went to London, in the month of 
August or September 1785, where did you go to? — I had 
a lodging in George-street, Hanover-square. 

That lodging was taken by Lord Berkeley ? — Yes, it was. 

Did your ladyship continue to live there for some time ? 
— ^I remained there while my bouse in Park-street was 

rreparing for my reception, and in the beginning of 17 8() 
went to that house. 

From the beginning of 1786 to December 1786, where 
did your ladyship live in London ? — In Park-street. 

All the time ? — Yes; unless I went to Cianford, wbicAil 
do not at this time recollect ; I know that 1 did at un\es 
gro to Cranford from London. 

Js it to be understood that your ladyship, after your re- 
turn to London in August or September 1785, lived alone •^ 
in Jodgings provided by Lord Berkeley, until the 'Uii'^i^ /^^^ 
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No female Uved with your ladyfehip?— No female lived 
me certainly* 

Does your ladyship recollect how you w6nt up to Lon- 
don in August or September 1785?-**'No; 1 do not 
recollect 

Was it in the Stage ? — I rather think it was. 

Does you ladyship recollect being met by a porter at the 
Gloucester coffee-house when you arrived ?— No ; 1 do not 
remember having been met by a porter at the Gloucester 
coffee-house. 

Docs your ladyship recollect to what house you went 
from the Gloucester coffee-house on your arrival when you 
alighted from the stage? — To Mount-street or South- 
street ; I rather think Mount-street, one of th6 lodgings I 
have mentioned. 

The question related to your going to London in August 
or September 1785?— No; I did not uuderj^tand that; if 
it was meant after I had resided in Gloucester I went to 
George-street. 

Is that the time your ladyship went in the stage-coach ? 
—Yes ; I think it was a machine called a Diligence. 

Without any companion ? — 1 think so. 

There might be casual travellers; but there was no per- 
son went with your ladyship to London ?— No companion 
of my own. 

Where did your sister Turner live at that time?— I 
cannot tell. 

Did your ladyship cease to be acquainted with her on 
your return to London in 1785 ? — I cannot say I ceased to 
be acquainted with her ; the last time I ever saw her Was 
in 1786. 

Did you not continue to be on the same friendly footing 
with your sister Turner on your return in August 1785 as 
you had been before ?— Not quite. 

Did you visit one another ? — Seldom. 

Was your ladyship in her house ? — Yes ; when my eldest 
sister came from Gloucester she was there, 

\\£»s your ladyship yourself ever living in the house, of 
your sister Turner after you came to London in August oi* 
September 1785? — No; not after August or September 
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Before thai ntfrmge took place it what pamh wen 
Lord Berkeley and your ladyship TesidentP^^In Spring- 
gardens, where I live now. 

Wins j^our ladyship constantly resident for some time be* 
p^re that marriage took place in Spring-gardens ?«**<-Excepfc 
when I was at Cranfoid or Berkeley Castle, those and 
Spring-^irdens were the usual places of our residence. 

Did you for six months prior to the marriage in 1796 
reside at any other place at aJl ?*-*-Perhaps I might be at 
Weymouth, but I cannot exactly point out 

The question is four or five months prior to May 1796? 
-—I might have been at Berkeley ; I was not in London ; 
I tbTnk I was not at Lambeth. 

But in one of the three places yotir ladyship has men- 
tioned ? — ^Yes. 

Where was the first son that was horn after the Booond 
marriage baptized first ?-^At St. Martin's in the Fields. 

Had he been privately baptized at Spring-gardens ?--^I 
forget whether he was or not. 

Does your lady^p recollect whether any private in- 
^Tuctioas were given by any body for the name by which 
be was to he baptized ? — ^o ; I do not recollect 

Was your ladyship present when he was baptized ?— * 
Yes ; I am sure I was* 

What name was he baptised by?*^Tliomas M(»tMi 
Fitzhardinge. 

No other name ?-^No- 

Was he not baptized by the name of Lord Dursley, fn 
that name inserted in the roister ? 

Mr. S^jeant Best oi^ected to the questicm, stating, that 
the i^istry was the proper evidence. 

Wbo,^if ^ny IMy, gave directions for his being registor* 
ed by the name of Lord Dursley ?-^I do not recollect at 
this period; but if I had been considted I should not have* 
objected. 

Does your ladyship reccdkct whether you did or not 
know that be was roistered a3 Lord Dursley ?— I father 
think I did know it ; but I would not speak too positively^ 

Does not your ladyship know that it was by the direction 
of Lord BWkeley hinjself ffivco in writing that he was re* 
gistered Lord Dursley ? — ^o ; I do not toow it ; if it vrv 



Digitized by 



Google 



( 41 ) 

Did Mr. Bearcroft besides send any written opinion to 
your lad]rship or Lord Berkeley ? — No ; he did not know 
'wfao I was. 

Does your ladyship recollect Mr. Carrington having the 
care and tuition of your ladyship's children ? — Yes. 

Upon what occasion was it that Mr. Carrington quitted ; 
that situation, when he shortly after returned to it ? — ^It 
was on account of the saiary ; he wished for more salary 
than Lord Beiicel^ chose to giye. 

Your ladyship, in your original examination^ stated, that 
thare were reasons for concealing the first marriage, whidi 
continued till the year 1794 ? — Yes. 

. What were those reasons? — They were the same reasoo» 
as my husband in his life-time was excused from giving 
'to this house. 

What were those reasons which produced a t^npoiary 
concealment of the marriage? — Mr. Serjeant Best as 
counsel for the claimant, informed the committee, that, on 
the former, enquiry. Lord Berkeley stated, that there were 
particular reasons for concealii^ the marriage, but which» 
to avoid wounding the feelings of a particular person, be 
did not wish then to bring forward ; to prove, however, 
that they did exist, be had communicated them in private 
and amongst others to His Royal Highness the Prince 
R^;ent 

The counsel were informed that if he meant to mak« 
that statement as a ground of objection to the question 
being asked, it was no legal objection. 

Mr. Serjeant Best stating that he did not offer it as a , 
l^al ground of objection, he was informed that the counsel . 
were to put sudi questions as they might think proper to 
propose, and if not improper, the committee would enter- 
taih them. 

Then her ladyship withdrew. 

The House havit^ adjourned to the 2d of May, bet 
ladyship was again examined, and was asked. 

What were the reasons, if any existed, which induced 
the poncealment of the marriage in 1785, from the year 
1785 to the year 1794: and which concealment terminated^ 
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That was in the year 1784 ; the question is, whether 
your ladyship went to that sister, or under her roof, at any 
time subsequent to March 1785, when your ladyship state* 
you were married ? — I was married ; hut I never lived with 
my sister after I was married ; and before that I had a 
lodering. 

That sister lived in London? — I cannot tell where she 
lived after I was married, in any distinct place after the 
year 1785. 

What was the Christian name of that sister ? — Susanna, * 

Whether, when your ladyship returned to London from 
Gloucester about the latter end of 1785, you did not return 
to the house of that sister ? — ^No, not to live there. 

Did your ladyship board with that sister, or take your 
meals with that sister? — Aft^r I returned from Gloucester 
ID 1785, no. 

Did not your ladyship visit that sister at her house or 
Iddgings after your return from Gloucester the latter end 
of 1785 ?— I did visit her, and took great pains to deliver 
her from her situation, till the beginning of 1786; and from 
that time 1 never saw her. 

Was it with the knowledge of Lord Berkeley that your 
ladyship visited that sister ? — ^Lord Berkeley was quite as 
anxious tQ remove her from her situation as I was. 

Then, except as occasional visits, you were not sleeping^ 
or taking your meals with her ? — I might have dined with 
her, but certainly was not living with her. 

Your ladyship means, you did not live with her for a 
week at a time ? — Xo, I think I never was in the house of 
my sister for a week together, after I returned from Glou- 
cester in the year 1785. 

Whether, when your ladyship went down from London 
to Newport the day before your marriacre, you went with 
anyl>ody or alone ? — ^I went from London alone, and ar- 
rived at Newport the night before the marriage. 

Going alone ? — Yes. 

How did your ladyship travel ? — ^I travelled to Oxford 
in a stage coach, and from Oxford in chaises. 

With or without any comj^mon ? — No companion ; 
there might have been travellers in the stage coach. qqIc 

Your ladyship had no female ser\ant or acquaintanceTnS 
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Tour ladyship stated you remained at Newport the night 
before the marriage?— Yes. 

Were you alone at the inn, or did any body of your 
acquaintance meet you there ? — I was alone at the inn at 
Newport. 

How did your ladyship go over the next morning to 
Berkeley? — I walked with my brother. 

. Had your ladyship ever been at Berkeley before ? — 
Never. 

Your brother is Mr. William Tudor ? — Yes. 

He had not been with your ladyship the night before ? — 
No, he came that morning. 

From whence ? — From Gloucester. 

Where were your ladyship's mother and two sisters at 
that time ?-^One of my sisters and my mother were then 
at Gloucester. 

That was Mrs. Farren ? — Yes. 

Was she living with her mother at that time? — No, she 
was living with her husband. 

But Mr. Farren might be living also with your mother? 
—She might have a lodging, or she might be living with 
my sister. 

Did your ladyship see that sister, in any part of the 
journey ? — No. 

Did your ladyship, at any subsequetit time in the course 
of that year, see that sister Susannah at Gloucester? — Yes, 
in Gloucester. 

What part of the year was that in ? — It must have been 
when I was there in the summer, for I was only there once 
after my marriage. 

Upon what occasion did she come down to Gloucester? 
' — I cannot indeed answer that question. 

Did she continue anytime there?— I do not think she 
staid more ^tlian a week ; but I am not clear upon that 
point. 

Where was your ladyship s sister during that week ? In 
the same house with your ladyship? — I think in the^ame 
house with me. 

During that time was Lord Berkeley in the habit of 
of seeing your ladyship ? — I cannot speak with certainty at 

this distant period. „ , ^. , Diaitiz|d by GoOqIc 
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When he .was not at Berkeley, does your ladyship know 
where he was ? — ^No, unless he was at Gloucester. 

Where was he at Gloucester ? — If he was at Gloucester, 
he was at the King's Head at that time. 

Your ladyship continued at Gloucester, from the month 
of May to the month of August or September following?— 
I think it was. 

Were you in the habit of being visited daily or weekly 
by Lord Berkeley? — Not weekly, for I was extremely iU 
for four weeks whilst I was there. 

How often do you think you saw Lord Berkeley at that 
time ? — At this distance I cannot say. 

Did bis lordship take his meals with you ? — No, nobody 
knew that his lordship visited me there. 

Does your ladyship think he visited you twenty times? 
— I cannot at this distant period answer that question. 

Did his lordship see you at intervals of a week, or once 
or twice in the week? — Not so often. 

Was it once or twice in a month ? — I do not know how 
to answer that question. 

The enquiry is respecting the communication with your 
own husband ; was you therefore in the habit of seeing 
him ? — ^l cannot answer that more fully, I went to Glou- 
cester to suppress a rumour of my marriage, which at that 
time had gone abroad , that I was married , and to remove 
my family ; and there it will appear by Mr. Parker the 
surgeon's books that I was extremely ill, particularly with 
a sore throat, for a month or six weeks. 

Did Lord Berkeley know that ? — Yes he did. 

During that time your ladyship cannot state how often 
his lordship saw you ? — I am sure that I never saw Lord 
Berkeley while I wa§ confined with that sore throat 

Was it a severe illness ? — It was enough to confine roe 
to the house. 

Your ladyship had at that time no female servant at- 
tending upon you ?— No, none. My sister had two female 
servants ; 1 had none of my own. I went for conceal- 
ment 

Would not your ladyship have been better concealed if 
vou had remained in London ? — It was my husband'swish 

X should go there. Digitized by CjQO^Ic 
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Did he know that he was to visit you only by stealth 
while you were there ? — He did. 

Did Lord Berkeley prefer your going to Gloucester, 
where he could see you only by stealth, to your remaining 
in London, where he could see you every day ? — Must I 
answer that question. 

The question was repeated ? — If he hfid not preferred it 
he would not have sent me there. 

Your ladyship states, that you went to Gloucester by 
the request of your husband ; when Lord Berkeley desired 
your ladyship to go to Gloucester, does your ladyship know 
whether his lordship was apprized that at Gloucester he 
could see you only by stealth ? — Yes, certainly. 

At what time was it when your ladyship's female rela- 
tions, your mother and your two sisters, were made ac- 
quainted with your living with Lord Berkeley ? — One sister, 
my sister Farren, and my mother, when they came to 
London ; my other sifter we did not care about ; but my 
eldest sister opened a letter for my brother fron^ myself, 
befoie she left Gloucester, from the contents of which she 
was certain 1 was married ; it was signed ** Mary B." 

When was that? — It was in 1785, because my sister 
removed for good in that year. 

In what part of 1785 ?-^After I left Gloucester. 

Did tliat lead to any communication with your ladyship's 
mother and sister, a^ to the footing your ladyship was on 
with Lord Berkeley ? — My sister told Mr. Parker, the sur- 
geon who attended me, that she knew I was married from 
that circumstance ; he had attended me, for I had left 
Gloucester when I wrote that letter. 

Your ladyship is understood to have s-aid that the mar- 
riage was at first kept a secret from every body besides 
your ladyship's brother ; from your mother and sisters ?-— 
Yes, surely. 

Both the marriage and your ladyship's living with Lord 
Berkeley were kept secret from every body except Mr. 
Tudor ? — No, for my family removed from Gloucester tg 
London in 1785, and they knew I was living with Lord 
Berkeley ; but the confidence they had in me, with the 
letter that my sister opened to my brother, impressed their 
minds so strongly that I was married, that they never p 
doubted it, and they thought the situation of my second 
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mother or to your sister the circumstance of your mar- 
riage ?— I toH tfiem to have confidence in me r that they 
knew I bad never done wrong, and they might depend 
upon it I never would ; and my word was never doubted 
by any one of my family : that is true. 

After your marriage, and after your ladyship*s femily, 
your mother and sister removed to London from Glpu- 
cester the latter end of 1785, did they then know that your 
ladyship was living with Lord Berkeley ? — Certainly they 
knew that; my mother and my sister knew that 

Why not botb of your ladyship's sisters? — I am sure my 
sister Farren did, because she had seen the letter ; I cannot 
tell whether the other sister did. 

Did not your other sister know that your ladyship was^ 
living in London ?— When I was in London I dare say 
she did. 

When your ladyship's sister Susannah Turner was living 
in London, did she know that you were living in lodgings 
provided by Lord Berkeley ? — I dare say she did. 

Whether either your ladyship's mother, or either of your 
sisters, asked your ladyship on what footing you were 
living with Lord Berkeley ? — My sister Farren never would 
ask that question after she saw the letter, but she never 
doubted the fact of my marriage. 

Whether, in point o£ feet, either of your ladyship's 
sisters or your mother ever asked you any question upon 
the subject?— We have had frequent conversations upon 
that isubject ; particularly with my mother ; for she went 
to reside with, me in Park Street, two months before I 
lay-in of my eldest son. 

The question is, whether in 1783, when your ladyship's 
mother and your two sisters were madeacquainted with your 
living with Lord Berkeley, whether at that time either of 
them ever asked your ladyship upon what footing you 
were living with Lord Berkeley ? — Not my two sisters ; I 
said before, only one was acquainted with it 

That is not an answer to the question ? — ^I think I have 
answered that question before, as to my eldest sister. 

Tour ladyship's answer before was understood to have 
been directed to the year 17 86? — My eldest sister never 
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confidence in me, and she never doubted me • I do not re- 
collect that my mother ever asked me the question posi- 
tively. 

Is it to be understood from your ladyship that your 
mother did not at that time (the latter end of 1785) directly 
ask the question of you upon what footing your ladyship 
was living with Lord Berkeley? — I wish to know whether 
I have not answered that question already. 

Whether your ladyship's mother at that time directly 
put the question to your ladyship, upon what footing you 
were living with Lord Berkeley ? — I do not recollect at this 
moment that she did. 

Did your ladyship communicate to your mother then, 
or at any subsequent time, and when, the fact of your 
ladyship being married ? — I wish to know whether by fact 
is meant the statement of the fact. 

The question only means whether your ladyship com- 
municated to your mother that you were married to Lord 
Berkeley ?-^I do not know that I did in distinct terms, but 
I gave her to understand as much. 

When for the first time ? — I dp not remember any parti- 
cular conversation till I wished her to live with me in Park- 
Street, about three months before I lay-in. 

Was that in October 1786 ?^-I think it was about the 
middle of the year 1786 ; I dare say I could learn, but, as 
at present informed, I think it was about three months be- 
fore I lay-in. 

Whether Lord Berkeley came into the country before or 
after your ladyship, at the time of the first marriage in 
March 1785 ?— I should think he must have been there 
before ; I only arrived the night before. 

Had your ladyship seen him in London within a week 
before? — I should think within eight or nine days, because 
w^e settled the plan of the marriage ; I understand I have 
answered the question before. 

Her ladyship being questioned, whether she could say 
precisely how near before she quitted London she had seen 
Lord Berkeley ? answered in the negative, excepting that 
she did not think it more than two days that he continued 
with her after the marriage; she then saw him again in th^ 
course of two or three days more. To the question whether 
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thty Were U^g. Exceptiag these she aw no female 
friend » attendant, or relation at ber lodgings then. 

Immediately aiiter the marriage, it also appeared there 
was an interval of five days or a week in which her ladyship 
did not see Lord Berkeley. Being asked if, duriog the 
dme she staid in London, Lord Bericeiey took his meals 
at her lodgings? she answered, never, unless when 
they sometimes went into the country together^ or when 
he breakfasted with her, which he did occasionally during 
the first month. 

Her ladyship being asked whether, prior to the latter 
end of 1785, she could state the name of any one perscm, 
male or female, then living, who had seen her Isldyship 
and Lord Berkeley together, excepting her brother, Mr. 
Tudor? she answered, if it was meant after the marriagt, 
she knew of no other person. Her ladyship observed, tl^t 
if the last question was intended to comprehend the whole 
period of her life before the end of 1785, she could not re- 
collect any body but her sister, Mrs. Turner, and her bro- 
ther ; the servants, she said, might be living, but she did 
not know that. Being asked whether that sister vras in 
the kingdom? she said she bad heard that morning she vras 
not Her ladyship could not specify any servant whom 
she believed to have been acquainted with Lord Berkeley's 
seeing or being with her. 

She was then asked the following questions : 

Will your ladyship endeavour to recollect if you can, 
whether at any time your ladyship applied to Lord Berke- 
ley, earnestly requesting his lordship to marry you ? — Nc^ 
never. 

Is your ladyship quite sure of that? — ^Yes, certainly. 
In the year 1796, or at any time intervening between 
1785 and 179(5, did your ladyship ever make any such 
earnest intreaty to Lord Berkeley? — No; I refused to 
marry him a second time frequently after the first marriage. 
Did your ladyship at any time express, pointing to your 
ladyship's children, that but for those ties your ladyship 
T^ould not live with Lord Berkeley upon the footing yoi^ 
^'i^l, or words to that effect ? — Xot unless I was alluding to 
tKfctf> roncealmpnl- of the first marriage. Digitized by CjOOQIc 
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Hafc vfiis hbt piibllcly tinade ^known trtl about the ytsar 
1798-9 ?— I do not think I was understood to have^said 80. 

About what time was the marriage publicly made known? 
-i-I think I said in 1797 or 1798; 1 think ,that was the 
•imswer I gave before. 

Was it publicly made known till after the death of Mr. 
Hupsman? — Yes, I think it was, but I am not certain^ 
for I do not know the year he died. 

The question was, whether the first marriage iti March 
1785, was made publicly known before or after the death 
of Mr. Hupsman ? — After the death of Mr. Hupsman ; it 
mufit have been after his death. 

Whether any settlement or provision was made for your 
ladyship before the first marriage ? — I should think tfiere 
was. 

Will your ladyship have the goodness to state your rea- 
sons for thinking there was, and who was employed on 
that occasion ? — I have no particular reason, but I should 
think my husband would have taken care of me and my 
children. 

The question meant to be put was, whether any instru- 
ment of any kind, any paper, or any writing of any sort to 
your ladyship's knowledge, was executed by Lord Berkeley 
prior to the marriage in March 1785, or for some years 
after, and when? — I never saw any thing of his Will till 
after Mr. Foster had made it. 

Did your ladyship see any other instrument? — No, I 
do not recollect at this moment. 

Or hear of any havin,^ been executed by his lordship at 
the time spoken of, March 1785 ? — No, I do not think 
that I did. 

Mr. Attorney General being asked if he had any ques- 
tions to put to the Countess Dowager of Berkeley, said be 
had not 

Examined in reply. 

Your ladyship has said that you did not directly tell 
any of your relations of your marriage with Lord Berkeley 
in the year 1785; whether Lord Berkeley required your 
ladyship not to tell any of vour relations? — Yes, he did. 

Was that the reason why your ladyship did i^ot tell 
them ? — Certainly. Digitized bydoo^le 
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iBotiier thatyoo were married^ did you indnrectly satisfy 
her fji the fact ^-^Ye8y or else she would not have gone to 
live with me 

Wb9 that before the birth of the claimant } — Yes^ it 
was. 

Your ladyship has stated that Lord Berkeley gave as a 
reason, why the marriage was not to be made known, the 
Bitiiation of your sister Mrs. Turner ; did Mrs. Turner, in 
die year 17P4, many the gentleman under whose protec- 
tion she had previously been, or another gentleman ?— I 
could not answer, I Jcnow so little of her. 

Does your ladyship know whether Mrs. Turner lived 
after that respectably in the world ; the question is not as 
to the name or the person ? — I have heard so, but I never 
have had any communication with her ; I have heard that 
she is very much respected. 

When that alteration took place in the circumstances 
of Mrs. Turner, was Lord Berkeley pressed to avow the 
marriage ? — ^Very strongly by my brother. 

What reason did his lordship then give for further co»- 
eealing the marriage? — ^The destruction of the registiyt, 
and the difficult he felt of bringing the clergyman to 
punishment. 

Your ladyship has stated that immediately after your 
marriage you were unwell; the question is not meant 
vi^t the nature of the illness was, but whether it was that 
aort of illness that you considered as dangerous ? — No, I 
believe not 

Although not dangerous, was it such that in the opinion 
of the medical person it was unfit Lord Berkeley should co- 
habit with your ladyship ? — Yes, it was. 

How many times does your ladyship recollect that you 
saw that medical person ?— I cannot answer at this moment, 
my husband sent him to me.* 

Your ladyship has stated that you several times refused 
to marry Lord Berkeley a second time; will your ladyship 
state the reason for that refusal r — I thought it was making 
it more difficult to prove the first; and it was forsaking 
my eldest son. 

Was any date given to the marr'asre when it was first 
announced ?— No, but it was always understood to be ironpe 
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Iad}rsliip uncertain whether you lived m one^ or other 
of those streets, or do you mean to say that at different 
times you lived in both those streets, and are uncertain 
only as to whether the circumstances alluded to took place • 
whilst you lived in one or the other?— I had a lodging in 
jone street after the other; the woman where I first lived 
died, and then I removed to the other. 

Does your ladyship recollect whether, after you returned 
from' Gloucester, you lived in George-Street, Hanover- 
Square ? — Yes, I did. 

Here her ladyship corrected a mistake as to one of the 
sponsors of her son. Lord Dursley, by mentioning Lord 
Uucie instead of Lord Euston. She was for some time 
Ignorant that Morton Fitzhardinge Berkeley was registered 
as Lord Dursley; but said, had she known it, she would 
have made no objection, as she thought at that time there 
was very little probability of ever proving the first mar- 
riage; but still she was anxious to prove that some of her 
.children were legitimate. It further appears that it was 
not till after her ladyship had three children, that she 
knew her second son was christened Fitzherbert instead 
of Fitzhardinge, when she sent for the clerk of St. George's, 
Hanover- square to see the registers, which he brought to 
Grafton-street, where the mistake in the register of her 
second son was corrected. 

Respecting letters stated by her to have been received 
from Mr. Bearcroft, as to any opinion they contained of the 
marriage, or any other subject, the Attorney-General waved 
this question, as did also Mr. Serjeant Best. 

On the 3d of Ma}^ counsel being called in, Mr. Serjeant 
Best stated that he would now propose to offer in evidence, 
as the declaration of the late Earl of Berkeley, a deposition 
made by Frederick x\ugustiiii late Earl of Berkeley, upon a 
bill filed in the Court of Chancery, between the Hon. Wil- 
liam Fitzhardinge Berkeley, commonly called Lord Durs- 
ley, the Hon. Frederick Maurice Fitzhardinge Berkeley, the 
Hon. Augustus Fitzhardinge Berkeley, and the Hon. Fran- 
jcis Heory Berkeley, infants, under the age of twenty-one 
years, by the Right Hon. William Lord Craven, their next 
friend, plaintiffs: and Thomas MoretonFitzhardincje^erke-j 
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George Cnnfield Berkeley, and George Henry Fiederidc 
Berkeley an infant, his son, by the said George Cianfield 
Berkeley his. &ther and guardian, defendants; and which 
bill was filed for the purpose of perpetuating testimony of 
the Intimacy of the said infants, plaintiffs, in the said bill. 

Mr. Solicitor-General stated, assigning his reasons, that 
he felt it would conduce more to the truth and justice of 
U^ case before the Committee, and that in so doing, he 
should not abandon the true interests of his client, if be 
waved, as he was anxious to do, all objection to the docu- 
ment now offered being received in evidence, upon the 
ground on which it Was tendered, being understood at the 
same time to confine himself solely to the admission of this 
individual document 

Mr. Attorney-General being asked if he had any objec- 
tion to make to the evidence offered, stated, that be felt it 
his duty, for the reasons he assigned, to object to the said 
deposition being received as a declaration by the late Earl 
ofBeri^eley. 

Mr. Serjeant Best and Sir Samuel Romilly were heard to 
state the grounds upon which they contended that the 
same should be received . And Mr. Attorney-General being 
heard in reply ; the counse! for the petitioners were in- 
formed, that, in order to entitle them to have the deposi- 
tion read at all, they must produce the bill and answer in 
the cause. 

The counsel for the petitioner stated, they had on a for- 
mer occasion tendered the bill and answer in evidence, as 
well as the deposition in question, and now expressly ten- 
dered the same. 

The counsel were afterwards informed, that the Com- 
mittee had propounded a question to the learned judges 
upon the subject matter of the evidence last offered on be- 
half of the petitioner; which the judges had desired lime 
to answer, and therefore they must novr pioceeO wVtVi the 
rest of the evidence. 

Upon which ANN GARDINER was caUed ^^>^^.\ 

stated that Mr. John Best, a beneficed clergyman, "^^^^^^ 

duty as curate of Bromsgrove in 1 784, was her ft^^VV?"^ '\^ ^f. 

be had died thirteen years ago; but that a ^^^ \^\r^oi 

^xed to the cover ot the book, containing tb<? re^^^^ \i<^x 

J-ord Berkeley's marriage, was, with the'^sig^^J^^^^^ated 
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W, 1784, was her father's hand-writing, la was abo tlie 
other paper pasted on the cover of the book. 

WILLIA.M TUDOR was afterwards called in, and 
having been sworn, was examined a$ follows : 

Are you any relation to Lady Berkeley ?*— Brother. 

Were you present when any marriage was solemnized 
between Lady Berkeley and any other person ?— I was pre- 
sent when she was married to the late Earl of Berkeley. 

When was that ?— On the 30th of March, 1785, to the 
best of my recollection. 

Then the registry of the marriage was shewn to the 
witness, and he'was asked, ^ 

Is that signed by you ? — Yes. 

When did you sign it ? — x\t the time of the marriage. 

Wa« that signed ^immediately after the ceremony of 
marriage had taken place? — Immediately afterwards. 

By whom was the name of Thomas Hupsman signed ? 
—By the clergyman who officiated. 

And the name Berkeley ? — By the late Earl of Berkeley. 

In your presence ? — Yes. 

And the name Mary Cole ? — By my sister. 

Did you see that mark, Richard Barns, put to the entry ? 
—Yes. 

By whom was that put ? — A stronger to me, and I have 
never seen him since. 

Was that stranger present when the marriage took place ? 
■—Yes, he was. 

Were all those signatures at the same time? — ^The 
whole I have already mentioned. 

Those are all the signatures to the entry ?— Yes, the 
whole of them. 

At what time of the day did the marriage take place ? 
— ^I believe it was at about nine or ten in the morning ; I 
cannot be very positive. 

Did you go alone into the church ? — No I did not ; I 
went with my sister. 

From what place did you and Lady Berkeley go to the 
church? — From the inn atNewoort. ^ I 
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ireot fipoiD<jr)otioestar on the same morning before I went 
to the church. 

^ How came you to go from Gloucester to Berkeley that 
morning? — I went in consequence of a lettw I bad re- 
ceived from my sister. ' 

What became of Lady Berkeley after the c«emony of 
marriage bad taken place ? — I returned with her to New- 
port, ami left her there. 

Had you been present at any time in Berkeley churdi 
before the marriage took place?— I never was in Berkeley 
church before ; but once before. 

What was the occasion of your going to Berkeley churdi 
that time that you were tbiere before the marriage took 
place ? — The occasion was likewise in consequence of a 
letter I had received to hear the banns published. 

From whom did you receive that letter ? — From my 
sister. 

Have you those letters ? — No, I have not 

Did you «pon that occasion hear those banns published? 
—Yes, I did. 

Do you recoltect when thatwas?— I cannot speak to 
the day, any further than it was on a Sunday. 

About how long vras it before the marriage took place r 
— It was rather a considerable time, 1 believe some 
months. 

You have said that the charcb at Berkeley is about a 
m\e from Newport ; is it necessary in passing firom New- 
port to the church at Berkeley, to pass through the village 
or town of Berkeley ? — No, it is not. 

It is understood 'the road from Newport to Berkeley do^ 

not lie through the town? It certainly does not; the 

footway. 

The way you went with Laidy Beikeley does not lie 
through • the town ?--^\r^ :- ^^^^ not 

D.d you upon an/':^^foT<SuUtbelateMr.BjT- 

croft on the subject of iS^W^'*'*'**^^^ maTnage?— ^ e-. 

Did Fou consult K: — »»i^ ^Yes, Idid. . 

Was'aBj. verba, ^*fh per^^ \^ ^ou by Mr. Beatcroft- 

on that occasion ? ^ JJ'Diod p^^^^^s. oiU 

Do you rerortecf ^ . ^. therej*^^ ^f t^hat opinion was, aw 
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^— I saw the r^^ister produced in this house; but I did not 
find any in St Mary's. 

What \?as the pansh where your father lived ? — I can- 
'tM>t speak but irom what 1 have been told. 

Did you not live with your &ther ?— Not to an age to 
attend to the parishes. 

Up to what age did you live with your father? — ^To 
the death of him ; but I caanot speak to the year in which 
he died. 

About what age were you when he died ? — I was very 
likely thirteen, but I cannot positively say- 
In what year were you born ?— *>I do not know. 

How long before this marriage in March 1785 did your 
fiither die ? — I cannot tell. 

Was it one, two, three, four, five, or six years before ?— 
I cannot tell, it may have been three or four. 

Were you living with your father at the time your father 
died ? — Yes. 

Will you say you were not fourteen years of age at that 
time .?— I do not know that I was. 

Do you believe that you were thirteen or fourteen ?-^l 
night be. 

At the age of thirteen or fourteen are you able to state 
where it was that your father lived when he died, in what 
parish it was? — I have been since told there are two 
parishes so intermixed, that it is not easy to find out where 
one b^ns or the other ends. 

What are those tvvp parishes that are so intermixed r — 
Wooton and Bamwood. 

Did you examine the registries of Wooton and Bam- 
wood ? — ^Yes. 

Were you successful in finding in either of them any 
P^istiy of your birth or bapti-in ? — I found none with the 
name of Tudor. 

Did you find any by the name of William Cole ? — I 
did not. 

Do you mean to state that there was rot one - — No ; 
certainly not 

Did you examine the registries to see sv-:e he- there 
W^as, and could not find a reL'ister of the ' -^ i)jgi;ized^^ 
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period of your birth to examine each of those registers to 
see whether there was any re;?ister in either of those 
parishes of the name of William Cole ? — I did not look 
particularly, I looked to satisfy myself with respect to the 
name of Tudor. 

Then you mean to state that you could not find any 
register of the name of Tudor, that is all you mean to 
state ?— Yes. 

Whether there was a register of the name of Williara 
Cole or not, you did not examine? — No; I did not see 
one. 

But at the same time when you were looking for one, 
can you take upon you to say, that you did not stumble 
upon or find a register of the name of William Coie? — I 
know that there was one produced in this House, though 
I did not see it, therefore probably it might be in the books. 

Was your mother's name Susanna ? — I believe it was. 

Was your father's name William ? — Yes. 

Was there not in the register of Barn wood," William 
son of William Cole and Susannah his wife, was baptised 
{privately) April 4th, 1769?" — I do not recollect seeing it, 
but I have no doubt it must have been there, for I saw it 
in this house. 

Did you search in the registers for the year 1769 ?-^I do 
not recollect any year ; I ran over the names. 

You must hc^ve examined some years ? — I ran over many 
names. 

Did you run over the years and go back to 1769 ? — I do 
not know that I did. 

How far did you go back in yoi|r search ? — I cannot tell 
now. 

You were examining about the periqcl of your own birth 
of course ? — Yes. 

What were the years you looked to? — I think it might 
be about 1771 and 1772, 1 began vi^ith. 

Do you mean to say that you began with the years 1771 
and 1779?— If I saw it I dp not recoliept it; I think I 
began there. 

As vou v/ere doubtful of your precise aqe, why did 
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Perhaps yoii may remember being asked ** What was 
your falneFs name ?" to which you are represented to have • 
answered " Cole ;" do you remember that ? — Yes. 

"Did you ever go by that name ?" you are represented as 
saying, ** Never, that I can recollect." Do you remember 
that answer?— Yes. 

You did give that answer ? — Yes. 

" Did you ever go by any other name ?*' to which the 
answer is, " I never signeid myself otherwise than William 
Tudor." Do you recollect that ?— Yes. 

Having in one place stated that you never could recol- 
lect going by the name of your father. Cole, do you 
remember being examined at a subsequent time in this 
House, and being asked whether you had been up and 
down with her (that is your sister) before, all the time ; and 
then this is added, "now during your father's life, what 
name did you go by ?" to which it is here represented the 
answer is, ** By my father's, as far as I know." Do you 
remember giving that answer ? — Yes ; I have not a doubt 
that I did give it, if it is stated there in evidence. 

You were then again asked, " Whether you did go by 
your lather's name; to which you artswered "Yes;** and 
then this question was proposed to you, " How long did 
you continue after your father's death to go by the same 
name r" to which you are represented as answering, " I 
continued to go by the same name nearly all the time I 
was in Gloucester." Do you remember giving that an* 
swerr — ^I believe something to that effect; but in some 
part of my evidence I think I stated it was very natural for 
those who knew my fatlier to call me by that name without 
paying attention to my christian name. 

You will have the goodness to j>ay attention to the two 

passages, in answer to one of which being asked whether 

you ever went by the name of your father, yeu said never 

tliat you could recollect ; and in answer to the other, that 

you went by it as long as you continued at Gloucester; how 

do you reconcile tho^e two answers ? — I can only say that 

wht:-a I was examined, I had never before been hrouaht 

before this House, or any Court of Law, and had never 

been examined, and was extremely coruust^d when L gave 

mv *>virl*^nr**» Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



Digitized by 



Google 



( 61 ) 

cannot swear which it was ; I am positire that it came 
from their poesession. 

Bow do you know that ? — ^I had every reason to beUe^e 
so at the moment ; and whether it was from one of those 
gentlemen or a gentleman whom I have seen in this House^ 
I am not positive, though I saw it within these ten days. 

How do you know it came from one of those gentlemen? 
—Because I am positive it was from one of them, or a gaa- 
tkman who acts for then. 

If you received it from the clerk, was either of these 
gentlemen present at the same time ^ — I do not think they 
were. 

How came the clerk of either of these gentlemen to 
shew you the deposition of Mr. Parker ? — ^It was by my 
own desire. 

How did you know that Mr. Parker had been examined 
as a witness ) — I was told so. 

By whom ? — I do not recollect ; by my sister most 
probably. 

When ?— I cannot recollect 

Was it a short time before you enquired for it ?— I had 
heard of these depositions these eight or ten years. 

Is it to be understood that the information given to you 
that such a deposition existed, was given. to you a short 
time before you required to see it ? — Certainly it was before 
I asked to see it. 

Was it a short time before ? — ^It might have been three 
or four months ago, when I was iir London last ; but I 
have thought of it a good many times within these eight 
or ten years. 

Was ten days ago the first time of your seeing that de- 
position ? — Yes, I think it was. 

Who was present at the time of your seeing that de- 
position ?-r-I do not recollect who was present. 

What did you do with the paper when you had read it ? 
— I gave it to the gentleman who gave it to me ; it was not 
Mr. Forster or Mr, Frere, but a gentleman I have seen in 
this house; I can now point out the gentleman. 

[The witness pointed out Mr. John Home ; derk to 
Messrs. Forster, Cooke, and Frere] Digitized byGoOglc 
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I turned to the name of Parker among the bundle of paper* 
and read that only; I did not look over the others. 

Did you, when you enquired for the papers, say y6u 
wanted to see the deposition of Mr. Parker ? — Yes, 1 did. 

And upon your enquiring for the deposition of Mr. 
Parker that paper purporting to be so was given you by Mr. 
Home ? — Yes. 

Along with a bundle of other papers ? — Yes. 

State the name of any one perbon no w» living, Mr. Parker 
being now dead, who knows you went by the name of Tu- 
dor before you left Gloucester ? — Mr. Parker's house was 
the only one I ever lived in out of my own family, and he 
was the only person that I knew of that ever was acquaint- 
ed with my having that name, or going by it, and that ap- 
pears by his books ; that is entered in his books. 

Mr. Solicitor General objected to the latter part of the 
answer relative to Mr. Parker's books. 

Can you state the name of any individual living that 
know that you went by the name of Tudor prior to your 
leaving Gloucester ? — 1 cannot say, indeed ; the only per- 
son 1 did state it to was Mr. Parker, to whom 1 was going 
apprentice, which clearly appears by his evidence. 

When you were called by any surname at all by Farren 
it w^as by the name of Tudor and not by the name of Cole? 
— ^I have been called by the name of Tudor by him I am 
positive. 

How did he call you in general, by tlie name of Tudor 
when he expressed your surname at all, or by the name of 
Cole? — He generally called me William. 

When he liad occasion to add the surname at all, which 
name did he use, that of Tudor or that of Cole? — I can- 
not recollect at so distant a period. 

Then you cannot recollect whether he used the name 
of Tudor or Cole ? — He certainly has done it, but whether 
once, twice, or more times, 1 cannot recollect 

Has he called you by both names? — He very likely 
may. 

What name did you go by at school? — That is so long 
ago, 1 cannot recollect. 

What was the name bv which in point of fact voiuwent . 
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Bame of your father Vfhich was Gole, and not by the name 
of Tudor?— I do not recollect that they did. 

How then came you to answer when asked, ** Whether 
you evej went by the name of your father," ** Never that 
I can recoHect," when you now say that you were called 
so during the time you were at school? — That which was 
reiy natural passed without my feeling interested to make 
any comment upon it, people would call me by the name 
of my father knowing his name. 

But in your answer, you have stated, when asked whe- 
ther you went by the name of Cole, ** Never that 1 recol- 
lect; and now you say that during the time you were at 
school for six months after your father's death after the 
age of fourteen, all the boys called you by the name of 
Cole, and no other; how do you reconcile those two 
answei's ; one, that you never went by the name, and the 
other, that you went always by the name ? — I do not feel 
satisfied that the thing does stand perfectly so. 

Mr. Solicitor General referred the witness to page 32 of 
the Printed Minutes of the Committee of Privileges 1799. 

The witness said ; — I beg that your lordships will have 
the goodness to look at this examination, I think there is 
an answer follows which explains my meaning, " I never 
signed myself any otherwise than William Tudor ;" from 
that answer it is clear I meant, not that I might not have 
been called so by those who knew my father, but that I 
never put my hand to any one act or deed by the name 
of Cole, so as to take the name. 

The first question is not as to your signing the name, 
but by what name you were called, to which you answered, 
** Never that I can recollect;" that has no reference to any 
signature ? — ^^^ery true ; but my meaning at the time and 
the impression on ray mind, I am positive, when 1 gave • 
that answer, was that which is evident from the words 
immediately following, that I never signed myself by aiiy 
other name ; that I have never acknowledged niys*i\t ^y 
any other name, however I might have been called. 

When you were asked whether you had ever ^rot^^ ^^ 
ihat name, did you recollect you had always gone i^y that 
name ?^»It was very natural that they should hav^ <^'*^^ 
me by that name twenty-nine or thirty years bet<>r<i» ^^ 
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correspondence with your sister or any of your family?— 
While I was at Parker's, after they left Gloucester, I had 
occasion to correspond with them. 

Before they left Gloucester, which was in 1785, had you 
any correspondence with any of your, family ? — Yes. 

With whom ? — With my sister, 
i Which sister ? — Lady Berkeley. 

It was in writing to Lady Berkeley you signed yourself 
William Tudor ? — Yes ; no doubt ofit. 

To anybody else ? — I never wrote to anybody else. 

The only occasion you had to sign yourself William 
Tudor was in a letter to Lady Berkeley ?— -Not so ; I signed 
myself so in Mr. Parker's books during my residence with 
him. 

Was there any occasion on which you were called upon 
to sign your name except in Mr. Parker's books and the 
letter to your sister ?-- -I cannot recollect any material oc- 
casion, nor indeed any occasion upon which I was called 
upon to sign my nume. 

Do you remeniher accompanying a boy of the name of 
Gwinnett from Barnwood or Wootton, where your father 
lived, to school? — So it has been stated in this house, but 
I have not a recollection of it. 

The witness and counsel withdrew. 

I'he House afterwards adjourned till the 7th of May. 

William Tudor being called in, and cross-examined, was 
asked whether he went to any house at Berkeley, before he 
went to the church there? — x\nswered, I went to an inn. 

Were there many persons present at the church ? — ^There 
was a congregation, I cannot speak after this number of 
years to the size of it 

Did the clergyman when he pronounced the banns speak 
it with a distinct and audible voice? — I do not know, if I 
had not known the names 1 was to expect, whether 1 
should have distinctly heard him. 

Why not ? — I heard my sister's name very distinctly. 

What other name did you hear ? — I heard the Earl of 
Berkeley's. 

Did you hear that distinctly ? — Not so distinctly as I did 
my sister's; my sister's was very distinctly pronounced, jc 
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Of course tliere was a profound silence at the time the 
clergyman got up to publish the banns in the church, was 
not there ? — That s;enerany is the case. 

Was it not so at that time ? — It was as fer as I know. 

About how many persons neariy might there be present 
in the church ? — d cannot form the least conception. 

Was there twenty, or a hundred, or two hiindred, or 
about how many ; it is not wanted to fix you to the pre- 
cise number, but as nearly. as you can state ?-^I cannot 
form the least conception after this lapse of years, and to 
a thing I never attended to. 

Did you remain till the service was over ? — ^Not quite. 

Did you stay after the senice was over in Berkeley ? 
— I was there some little time. 

In what part of the service was it publi^ied ? — ^As it 
is usually done, I am not conversant, though I have heard 
manj banns published since, to say exactly the exact time. 

How can you know whether it was in the usual way or 
not, unless you know what the usual way is ? — I conceive 
it to have been so. 

What do you conceive to have been the usual way; in 
what p^ of the service do you conceive it to be usual to 
publish the banns ? — I do not know the church service 
particularly,, so as that I could speak to it so as to say ex- 
actly when it was proper. 

You have said it was published in the ususd way ? — ^As 
fiir as I know. 

Having said it was in the usual way, what is in your 
opinion the usual way of publisiiifig banns, in the course 
of the service ? — I do not know any further than I have 
stated; I have heard banns puMi^ed several times' in 
church since that. 

Cannot you now answer the question in what part of 
the service it was that the banns were published : — No, I 
cannot 

Was it in the morning or evening service ? — Morning. 

Had any part of the service been gone tlirough before 
the banns were published r — There was some part of the 
service gone through. 

JTow much ? — I cannot tell. ^ooIp 

_ W^Jio was the clersrvman who published the banns r^^^ 
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Only at the time of the marriage, and at the. time of 
publishing the banns ?— I have never seen him since. 

But you distinctlj saw him when the banns were pub- 
lished ? — Certainly. 

What sort of a person was he ? — ^As far as I can recol- 
lect after twenty-six years, I should say he was a middling- 
sized man, not a very tall man ; but 1 cannot speak more 
positively. 

Not a tall man; a middle-sized man ? — As far as I know ; 
but I do not recollect. 

Do you recollect his countenance ; wds he fat and jolly 
in his countenance, oi: the contrary ? — I do not recollect 
indeed. 

Or whether he was a young or an old man ? — I cannot 
speak indeed to that. 

Did he wear a wig ? — I cannot tell indeed, I do not 
know that he did. 

From your recollection do you believe that he did ? I do 
not believe any thing about the matter, I have not the 
least conception of it. 

Do you recollect the complexion of this clergyman ? — 
Not the least after this lapse of time, twenty-six years, 
and never having thought of it since. 

You were present in the church the greatest part of 
the service on this day that you attended the publication 
of the banns ? — Yes. 

Cannot you nearly state whether there were present at 
that time a hundred persons, or ten, or any interme- 
diate number? — I Cannot positively with any accuracy 
state it. 

Were there ten persons there ? — I dare say there 
might be. 

Were there twenty ^ — I cannot tell. 

You must be able to recollect whether the church ap- 
peared to be full or not ? — I cannot recollect a thing I 
never once attended to or thought of. 

Your wGire directed by your sister to attend to the pub- 
lication of the banns ? — Yes. 

Did you then know it was to be kept a secret ? — Cer- 

tainly. Diaitiz^byGoOQle 

Did not you, when you knew it was to be kept a secret 
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once only, or to attemd tfie publication of the banm aU 
three times ? — I do not recollect what the directions weiie; 
I know that I went once in consequence of Uie letter I 
received. 

Was the day on which the publication of the banns was 
to take place mentioned to you ? — I was told what day I 
was to go certainly. 

You collected, when you were there, that tUs was 
the first time of the banns being published ? — ^Yes. 

Did you exer go again to see whether the banns were 
pablislied the second and the third time ? — Never. 

How came you not to go the second and third time, to 
see whether they were publisl^ again ? — I did not think 
it of any consequence. 

Did you think it of any consequence to hear the first 
banns published? — To satisfy my sister whether they were 
or not. 

How long was it before you were put in possession of 
any reason for keeping tne marriage secret ? — I did not 
"know my Lord Berkeley's reason ibr many years after. 

You did not, at the time you attended the publication 
of the banns, know the reason, although you knew 
the fiaict that it was intended to be kept secret ? — I did not 
know my Lord Berkeley's reasons ; I knew that it was 
his request, and I knew that I was ordered. 

Did you never inquire into the reasons why, when 
your sister was about to be married to Lord Berkeley^ 
and was nhaoried, it was kept secret ? — I do not remember 
.«ver doing it, at least at that early period. 

You say you were not acquainted with it fin* some 
3^ears afterwards ; how many years afterwards was it be- 
fore you were acquainted with the cause of keeping it 
secret ? — I cannot exactly npeA to the number of y«irs. 
Was it four or five years, or more ? — I really cannot 
say exactiy, I ifare say it might be. 

Then it was not liefore yon went abroad, which you 
stated beSwe was the year 1787 ? — At this distance of 
time I really cannot speak positively to whether the infor- 
mation was given me before or after, but I think it wa^ 
after. 

You stated, that at the time you received the intinia-ie 
tion to attend the publication of the banns you were Kv- 
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In what street ? — I think it was then in the Westgate- 
gti*eet5 to the best of my recollection. 

Did Farren afterwards remove to South^te-street, the 
corner of Bell-lane, in Gloucester ? — He did remove there 
some time about that period, but I am not positive as to 
the date. 

Upon the death of your father, in January 1783, what 
became of your mother and her two unmarried daughters, 
Susan and Mary ? — I cannot exactly say where they were, 
I do not exactly know where my mother went to. 

Were. you a part of that family then? — I was of my 
sister's family from the time of my JFather's death. 

Do you not know that your two unmarried .sifters, Su- 
san and Mary, after the death of your father went into 
service? — I believe they might, but I was not present to 
see ; they left Gloucester. 

Susan and Mary left Gloucester together? — I cannot 
speak to that positively at this distance. 

How soon after the death of their father was it, that 
these tv*^ persons left Gloucester and went into service ? 
— I think it was very early, but I am not positive ; I can- 
not speak to the time. 

Did they not go into the service of Lady Talbot ?— I do 
not know indeed. 

How soon was it afterwai^ds before you saw them again^ 
Susan aiid Mary ? — Before I left Glouce^er they both c^me 
down, bat not together. 

By your l^?tving Gloucester, . do you mean leaving 
Gloucester towards the end of .1785 ?r-^Yes. , 

At what time before that ; how long before that was it 
that Susan and Mary, or one of them, came down to 
Gloucester ? — I cannbt speak as to the date when Susan 
came down, it was only for a few days. 

When did you see Mary again, when she had left Glou- 
cester for the purpose of going into service ?— I did not 
see her, as far as 1 can recollect, till I met her when she 
was going to be married ; I cannot speak positively, but 
my memory does not serve me if I did see her between 
those times. 

Do you mean by tliat till you met her at Newport the 
day she was going to be manied ?— Yes. Digitized by V^OO^IC 

Are vou tl^u to be understood to sav vou had not se^n 
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your seeing her the morning of the marriage? — I think I 
might have done that, but I reallj am not positive ; it is a 
longtime, twenty- six v^ars, and I have no accounts to 
refer to, and i was very young. 

Were not you at Gloucester in the month of March 
1784, when your sister Mary was hired into the service of 
Mrs. Foote ? — Certainly, I was at Gloucester. 

Where was youi* modier living ? — I do not know whe- 
ther she lived in any one place particularly; 

Was not she living in Gloucester ? — I saw her at Glou- 
cester, bat I think she was out at times at different 
places. 

. What do you mean by out at different places ? — She used 
to go out as nurse, or something of that kind ? I know 
I only saw her seldom. 

You represented your going to Nevrport, the morning 
of the marriage, to your sister who was there ? — Yes. 

From thence you represented, that you went on foot 
to Berkeley, where you were present at the marriage? 
•—Yes, -J 

Did you see anyp^rson^at Berkeley that day, having 
represented the marriage to having taken place between 
nine and ten in the morning ? — I do not think that I did, 
I did not go into tke town. 

After the ceremony was over, you stated that you went 
back tb Newport wufli- your sister ? — YesL ' 

Did any body else go to Newport- with your sister ? — 
Nobody. 

Did you walk back to Newpwi with your sister after 
the ceremony ? — lYes, I did^ 

. How long did you stay with your sister at Newport ?— 
A veiy little time. , . . 

During that little time, did any body join yo^ at New- 
pwt ? — rio^ not any body that 1 know ; I never saw any 
one that I knew. 

You having represented that you were present at the 
carriage, was there any person officiating as clerk?— < 
There was a man in the cnurclu 

Vl^ere you aware that that persoa officiated as cleik? — 
-^ :^^s I'knew. 
Wlio was that p^^son ? — I do not know^h^^naiac anyj^ 
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You mean Richard Barns ? — Yes. 

W^at (lid that man do, that you consider was ofBciat* 
ing as clerk ? — ^At this moment I cannot recollect what a 
man ought to do that officiates as clerk on such an oc- 
casion. 

It is not asked what he ou^ht to do, but in point of 
fact what did that person do, if any thing ; what did you 
see him do ? — I saw him subscribe his name, or at least 
make his mark, I cannot recollect any particulars so long 
ago. 

Besides making his mark, do you now recollect any one 
act that was done by that person besides making his 
mark at the church ? — No, I cannot take upon me to say 
that I do. 

Was the marriage ceremony performed in the church? 
— In the church, yes. 

Was that the same person that had acted as clerk when 
the banns were publisned ? — I should think not, but I do 
not know. 

Do you recollect who it was that was clerk at the time 
the banns were published ? — No, I do not. 

This person that you describe having officiated as clerk 
ou do not recollect having done any thing except putting 
is mark to the book ? — At this distance of time I really 
cannot recollect. 

Is it that you represent this person to have officiated as 
clerk because there was no other person that officiated as 
clerk, or because of any thing that you saw this clerk 
do ? — I suppose he officiated as clerk to the best of my 
recollection, but what a clerk ought to do as officiating 
as such, I do not know ; I have been married myself since 
that time, but I am sure I do not know what a clerk has 
to do with it. 

Do you mean to represent that this man who could not 
sign his name was able to, ^nd did in fact read ? — I do not 
recollect his reading. 

Or repeating any part of the service ? — I do not recol- 
lect his doing that at this distance of time. 

Do you recollect who it was that wrote in the register 
his mark, opposite to the mark made by this Richard 
Barns ?— No, 1 do not. ^■^^■,,,,^ by GooqIc 

The words are, " The mark of Richard Bams," who 



h] 



( 71 ) 

How long^ after the marriage bad taken place, which 
was in March, 1785, was it before you saw jour sister 
again ? — Pcannot say how long it was, exactly. 

About how long ? — It was not long, I am sure I cannot 
tell. 

In the course of the same year ? — Oh yes, certainly. 

Where did you see your sister again ? — At Gloucester. 

At what house? — My sister's particularly, I used to 
see her there frequently. 

Did not your sister, this person whom you represent to 
have been married in March 1785, come to live (or several 
months in Gloucester in the course of that year ? — She did, 
I cannot say how many months, but she was there for a 
time. 

During the time of your sister remaining for some 
months in Gloucester at that period, did she not all that 
time pass by the name of Mary Cole ? — Yes, she did cer- 
tainly. 

Did she in any respect appear in any part of her ap- 
pearance different in the smallest degree from what she 
had done before she was married ? — I do not recollect that 
she did ; not that I bbserved. 

During this period where was Lord Berkeley ? — I can- 
not tell ; I saw him several times at Gloucester, but 
where he was constantly, I do not know. 

When you saw him "in Gloucester, where did you see 
him? In what part of Gloucester? — I saw him in the 
streets ; I saw him at Mr. Parker's once or twice. 

Did you at any time ever see Lord Berkeley and your 
sister together ?— They were once together in Dr. Parker')^ 
shop. 

How long were they together ? — Not long; 1 cannot at 
this distance of time say, but I should tttnk ^^^ ^^' 
minutes. 



Do you know a person of the name of M^. "pri^^^ ^ 
I person or that name some years a^^. *' 5»r^ca^ 






was housekeeper in Lady Berkeley^? family J- 
a person of that name sorae years a<::o. 
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Then is it true, thftt the reasons diat operated fiir a 
fime to produce the concealment with Lord jSerkdey did 
not continue ?— Certainlj, thej ceased in a great measure^ 
when my sister was married and went abroad; but I can- 
not recollect the time. 

After the reasons had ceased for keeping the marriage 
a secret, did you make any application to Af r. Hupsman, 
to know the particulars of the registry of the marriage ? — 
Never. 

Did you at any time before consulting Bfr. Bearcroft, 
or before the second marriage, examine the r^istry, to 
see whether it contained the entry of the marriage which 
you had attested ? — ^Never. 

How came you not, when all parties were desirous or 
willing at least that the marriage should be made public, 
either to apply to Mr. Hupsman to know in point of fact 
whether the registry was destroyed, or to look at the re- 
jfister to see i^ether it contained the entry or not? — I 
implicitly believed the entry was gone. 

Why ? — ^^Because it was so asserted. 

By whom ? — ^By Lord Berkeley and my sistar ; we had 
many conversations on the subject 

Was it represented that Lord Berkeley was privy to the 
destruction of the registry ? — So I undei^tood, but he did 
not allow it ; he never admitted it ; I do not recollect that 
lie admitted it ; only to the concealment. 

You have stated that you did not conceive Lord Berke- 
ley to admit he was privy to the destruction of the re- 
gistry : to refer you to pa^ 35 of the former minutes, 
you were asked ^^ What did you mean to say about the 
registry being destroyed ?" Answer, " I was given to 
understand it was destroyed." You were then asked, " By 
whom ?'' and you replied, ^^ By my sister and my Lord 
Berkeley." ** Did you understand that it was done by 
Lord Berkeley's consent from your sister only, or from 
Lord Berkeley himself?" to which you answered, ^ I 
first leamt it from my sister; after, from Lord Berkeley 
himself." 

I alluded to the destruction, not to Lord Berkeley's 
admitting that he was a party concerned in it ; that hajvas . 
nrivv to the transaction. Digitized by vjOOg Ic 
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to andersUgiid it was done by my Lord Berkeley's con- 
sent;" and then follows the question you were asked, 
^^ Did you understand that it was done by Lord Berkeley's 
consent from your sister oulyj or from Lord Berkeley 
himself?" and you answered, " I first learnt it from my 
sister, after from Lord Berkel^ himself." — I do not con- 
ceive that I ever said that Lorn Berkeley ever admitted 
that he was privy to the destruction ; he admitted that it 
was destroyed ; but that he was not a party concerned in 
the transaction ; that it was not his wisn ; he wished for a 
concealment. 

. Did Lord Berkdey inform you that he had liimself 
written the body of the registry? — I do not recollect; he 
mi^ht have done so. 

You have spoken of Lord Berkeley's having stated that 
the registry was destroyed ; do you know anj thing of the 
registry having been discovered ? — The first information I 
received of it, was by letter from Lord Berkeley. 

Have you got that letter ? — I have ; this is it (producing 
a letter). 

Sir Samuel Romilly requested that the letter might be 
read. 

The Solicitor General, for the reasons he assigned, ob* 
jected to its being received. 

The House having adjourned to the 8th of May, Sir 
Samuel Romilly requested leave to call a witness to ex- 
plain a circumstance spoken to by Mr. Tudor on the 
Friday preceding ; upon which John Hone, one of the 
managing clerks of Messrs. Foster, Cooke and Frere, 
being caued, acknowledged shewing Mr. Tudor one of 
the documents, or briefs, which the latter called the de- 
position. This witness denied shewing Lady Berkeley 
copies of the depositions, or any paper on the subject of 
the cause. He also denied ever having any personal or 
verbal communications with Lady Berkeley on the subject, 
or being present when any were made to her. 

During the sitting of the 13th of May, Sir Samuel 
Romilly asked the Lord Chief Justice of the Common 
Pleas, if he had yet refreshed his memory as to whether 
he did, or did not know it was Lady Berkeley who con^ 
suited him upon an occasion which he had acknowledged^ 
before upon a second marriage ? To this Lord Mansfield 
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him, in a great degree of agitation, or exclaimed, ^ It 
was already done, taken place, or words to that eflFect." 
Two or three times anerwards, he also acknowledged 
. that much was said about the registry, when his lordship 
suggested and pressed the prc^riety of examining the 
same very accurately, and it was determined upon at his 
chambers, by Lord Berkeley and Mr. Boodle, that the 
clergyman Mr. Carrington, and another person, should 
be sent down to Berkeley immediately, to search for the 
registiy. His lordship thought he might then also have 
-given an opinion respecting the propriety of a second 
marriage, but could not recollect what that opinion was ; 
and he allowed it was probable he might have said that a 
second marriage might raise questions respecting tlie 
first. 

The counsel were again called in ; and the Lord Wal- 
singham informed them, that the committee had resolved 
that the deposition of the Earl of Berkeley, offered in 
evidence on the 3d of May last as a declaration, could not 
be received. 

Then Mr. Serjeant Best, of counsel for the petitioner, 
informed the committee, that he felt it Jiis duty to state, 
that the remaining evidence he proposed to offer, con- 
sisted of two lettej^, written by the late Earl of Berkel^, 
one to a peer of this house, the other to the Prince Regent; 
though he could not state that the matter in question wa« 
not in dispute previous to either of those letters being 
written* There were also several declarations made by 
the late Earl of Berkeley at different times to his roysi 
highness the Prince Regent, though he was not certain 
that any of them were made previous to the discussion 
which took place in this house in the year 1799. If that 
proceeding should be considered as a sufficient agitation 
of the matter now in questi<Hi to effect the evidence he so 
had to ofer, he could only bow with submission to the 
decision of the house; but "if it should be thought adraissi- 
We, he was ready to pi-oduce it in any manner the house 
in their wisdom might think proper to adopt on the oc- 
casion. 

Mr. Sohcitor General was heard to object to the cyi-^ 
dence, as being precisely of the same nature as that which [^ 
the house had lust decided could not be received. 
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tircre produced by the Rev. Caleb Carrineton, consisting 
of five books. When being asked what he knew of the 
death of Mr. Hiipsman, the former vicar, he answered, 
he only knew hy hearsay, which he believed was tolerably 
authentic ; that he had been vicar so many years ; he had 
no doubt of his b^ing dead ; he succeeded him ; but he 
knew of no fact connected with his death or interment, 
though he believed he was buried at Cranford. 

After beinff questioned as to the knowledge of the vari- 
ous hand-writings in the books, the registry of baptisms 
in the year 1799 was shewn to the witness, and he said, 
" It follows the baptism of the 25th of March, 1799. 
When I was sent to inquire, on account of proving th« 
pedigree, for the registries of different persons of Lord 
jSerkeley's family, that of the Countess Dowager of 
Berkeley could not be found ; Mr. Lewis, the then curate, 
went some where and got information of the date of it. 
The baptism of Thomas Moreton Fitzhardinge, who was 
baptized by myself, had also been omitted to be registered. 
I at that time having no connection with the parish, and 
merely acting in the family as chaplain to Lord Berkeley, 
recollecting the month in which he was baptized, but not 
th^ day of the month, I made this entry, at that time in 
the presence of Mr. Lewis the curate, and with his ap- 
probation, which entry is " 1796 omitted, Thomas More- 
ton Fitzhardinffe, son of the Earl and Countess of Berke- 
ley, born Octoner 19th, 1796; was baptized at Berkeley 
Castle in December following, by Caleb Carrington, 
chaplain to the Earl of Berkeley.'* 

Are you to be understood that it was in 1799 that you 
made this correction in the registry ? — It was in 1799; thi^ 
insertion in the registry is between the 25th of March and 
the 5th of May following. 

And it was then on the 5th of June, in the same year, 
that you stated in yowr evidence, that you had compared 
the extract with the original ? — With this very original. 

Which original was created in the month of May in the 
same year, is that to be so understood ? — I did not know 
till I saw the books but that Mr. Lewis or some person by 
iho. A\ve^oi\nn ftf thp fainilv. had reoriaterer^. ijt^^ the time[^ 
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It does not appear in the printed evidence of 1799, that 
any statement was made in that report, of the omission 
and of the subsequent insertion of tnis re^^istry ; whether 
you did in your evidence at the time you delivered in this 
extract exfrfain that circumstance ? — I do not know that I 
did ; I should have thought probably, that it was unne- 
cessary, as the establishment of the fact of this person's 
birth seemed to me to be the whole that was sought after 
by the inquiiy . 

Then you did consider this to be a correct and sufficient 
report of the entry, and the circumstance of so recent a 
correction of the entry not of sufficient imp<Mlance to be 
reported? — I beg leave to state, that that is not quite 
correct. This was no correction, for there never was any 
other entry on the subject* 

Are you then to be understood that you did not deem it 
a material circumstance to state the entnr of a baptism to 
have been made three years after it had taken place ?— 
Certainly, I did think it was not necessary ; such omi»* 
sions often ham>en, and are inserted as soon as they are 
recollected. The registry of the Countess Dowag^ dT 
Berkeley was in the same situation, never entered. 

What material circumstance was in existence that 
brought this registry, or the omission of this registry, to 
your recollection ?-— I was sent to Berkeley to make out, 
or trace the registries of all the family of L^ord Berkeley, 
to be found in the parish registry books of Berkeley^ 

What is the house to understand you to mean i^ mak* 

iflg out or tracing ; was it to supply omissions, such as this 

which you did supply, or what else is to be undardtood by 

the term ^ to make out?" — To make out copies for thie 

purpoae of laying before this house in the pedigree busi* 

Bess. They were all found in the books except two, one 

of the late Countess of BerkeW, which Mr. Xewis sup« 

jrfied firom some other evidence firom some information he 

^ot; this being thus, was supplied firom myownknow- 

^wdjse, as I was personally acquainted with the fiict. 

JDid you know when you made that entry that the bap* 
Cnaa had been registered in St. Martin's Church ?— I di^ 



^^^ I registered in St. Martin's Church ?— I did not. 

"Was it the ceremony of the Amend of the Countess off 
B ms.m I fPlpv ihnt waa nmitfpd ?— V#m • nf tliA fiineral i thcrie 
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evidence, that he never traced the reeistrj <^ Lord 
Berkeley's marriage in the Bishop of Gloucester's re- 

The business of the Lords on the 16th of May was^ 
principally made up with the examination of the registries 
of the baptisms and burials of several of the parties con* 
cemed. particularly the sons and daughters of Lord and 
Lady Berkeley. 

Mr. Joseph Sharpe, a clerk in the Faculty OiBce, Doc- 
tor's Commons, also appeared, and produced the affidd.vit 
made by Lord Berkeley, previous to his obtaining his 
licence for a marriage with Mary Cole. Another instru- 
ment was produced, being a bond that all parties enter 
into, previous to obtaining a licence. It is a bond to the 
bishop of the diocese. 

£dward Toller, a proctor in the Commons, acknow- 
ledged Lord Berkeley's coming to him in 1796, no other 
person bein^ with mm, when he was sure the affidavit 
before mentioned was either read over to his lordship, or, 
that he took it and read it himself; and that he had full 
time to comprehend the contents of it. 

It appeared that when parties previously married are 
desirous of being married a second time, they usually 
state the feet of the first marriage. The witness recol- 
lected that Lord Berkeley made no mention of a previous 
marriage at the period alluded to ; and that if he had 
done so, the witness affirmed, he would not have prepared 
an affidavit in which he stated himself to be a bachelor, 
and the lady a spinster. 

Anne Foote, the wife of the Rev. Mr. Foote, being ex- 
amined, stated, that she lived at Broughton Malherd, in 
Kent, about forty-six miles from London, and that on 
Mardi 4, 1784, she received into her employment a lady, 
afterwards Lady Berkeley, in the capacity principally of 
lady V maid ; that she lived with her from March to the 
eftd of December, about ten months, previous to which 
Mrs. Foote received a letter from the lady's sister, re- 
questinf that Mary Cole might leave her place rather 
bef(Mre the month of warning was expired. Being asked 
to produce that request, the following letter was shewn 

•™ >^d ' Digitized by GoOQIc 

" Madam, 
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too gresA a fitvour tkat my sister may come to town the 
week after Christmas aa I am oUi^ed to go in the countiy 
the week following, and sho' be happy to see her before 
I g;o. I beg Madam I may not make it hQl convenantto 
you or give you the smallest trouble would reather suffisr 
any disc^pintment niy selfe then be thought impirtinant or 
regardless of your mvour to my sister, ^ poor thing has 
long been in want of a firiend said she tells me but for you 
kindness to her she would have been more unfortunate 
exkuse me Madam for saying heaven will reward your 
generous condecention to my sister and beleave me 1 am 
with real hunulity your humble sir^ 

S. TURNOUR." 
About a fortnight after on the 28th of December, Lady 
Berkeley quitted Mrs. Foote's house ; who on being 

Suestioned as to the dress and attire of her servant, in- 
icating that she was supplied with money from another 
quarter, replied none in the least, but that she was rather 
short of clothes. During the period of Lady Berkeley's 
living with Mrs. Foote, the latter had not the least reas<m 
to suspect that any communication or intercourse was 
goin^ on between ner and Lord Berkeley. Being asked 
whether during Lady Berkeley's stay at her house she 
had been absent any time, Mrs. Foote answered, once in 
May, and two or three other short visits : and she thought 
it impossible that Lady Berk^y could have gone to the 
village of Lenham without b^r knowledge, unless when 
Mrs. Foote was dining out. 

It appeared that Anna Powel, who lived as housekeeper 
with Mrs. Foote, left her service to go into Gkmeester- 
shire, in March, 1785, first ^ing to Lond<m; and that 
Mrs. Foote had communicated the dates of the time when 
Lady Beri^eley came into her service, and when she left 
it, to a Mrs. Cheston in Gloucestershire, m^arch or 
April, 1810, as she supposed for Lady Berk^y. 

Mrs. Foote being asked if she received any sum of 
money, or any offer of that nature ? s)ie acknowledged 
that in the beginning of April, 181i, she had an ofpw by 
letter of fifty pounds to pay her expeiKes into Glouoes- 
tersbire. 

Aftrs. Tumour's letter to Mrs. Foote, expressing that 
i^r sister had been under particular olrfigati0n» to Mw» 
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Ufj in the preseaoe «f Aathoay HamiltoQ, D. D. ricsu: of ' 
St Martin's. The following was added to the former 
attestation of the marriafre, signed 

AUG. raOS. HUPSMAN, Vicar. 

W. TUDOR. 

The mark M orRICHARD BARNES. 

^ AHhottrh my wife is named in the registering of my 
dnldren, Mary Cole, she wa3 then in fact Countess of 
Berkley, mj marriage with her (which at the date of 
this entry was kept secret) having taiken jdace on the 
80th d^y of March^ 1785, taa appears by the register of 
Bcribdesf ^^nsh, now deposited in the House of Lords, a 
copy of which is herewith annexed. BERKELEYJ' 

Joseph Pitt, Esq. a solicitor, in the county of Glou- 
cester, bmg sworn relative to his examination of the 
Berkeley register on the 15th of April, 1799, when the 
family ped^ee was investigated, gave evidence as fol- 
lows 5 

I peeked instmctions to be exceedingly particular in 
the exannnation of the register of Berkelay, for the pur- 
pose of endeavouring to find, if I could, any entry re- 
specting the kcte hard Berkeley's marriage. I felt it a 
tfailig of very ctmsiderable consequence, and therefore 
altehdedl to k as much as I possibly could. I searched 
Ae ho6k from the beginning to the end repeatedly ; not 
finding it the first or the second time I believe, I then 
searcmd it widi a view to see whether it was possible that 
any trick might have been practised, so that it might elude 
a omnroon inspection ; but notwithstanding that 1 found 
^nothing of the sort. I came to the last leaf of the faocA ; 
I theif^ found that the upper part of the last leaf was re* 
maining, the lower part not visiUe : firom that circum- 
stance 1 was led to suspect that in that particular part of 
the book there might have been some trick played *, I 
tberefere was more minute with respect to my attention 
18 t9 that part, and notwithstanding all that minuteness, 
and I could not do it more minutely and carefiiUy tl^n I 
did, I saw nothing like an entry respecting Lord Berke* 
ley's marriage, nor did I discover it; this part was as it 

M nMmt 1 kAli^wA l%n4. *\^lm *«n»* -n—wH w^^tA ^^^^^aA %wm% ttS yt* mf%m 1 

Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



( 82 ) 

heen loose so as to be vemoveable by the hand, do jou 
think you must have observed it ? —If it had been loose 
in any way whatever, from the great care with which I 
examined the book, I do think, upon my oath, it is impos- 
sible it could have escaped my observation. 

You observe now tnat the lower part of one of the 
leaves is removed ; is that the leaf of which you spoke of 
the lower part being removed, and the upper part re- 
maining? — Yes; the upper part remained m this way; 
the part here I did not see. 

Tnis leaf was, with respect to the lower part, in the 
same state in which it is now, with the lower part cut off? 
—Yes. 

Did you turn over the leaf that was* so cut? — Yes. 

Did you examine whether you could discover any 
inarks on the other side ? — I did. 

And you were not able to discover any thing about it ? 
— I did not discover any thing like what now appears. 

Was your attention particularly directed, when you 
found one part of the leaf cut, to that part of the book? — 
It was, from the circumstance of its being cut. 

Did you observe any pucker in any part of this leaf, or 
any one circumstance that indicated there was any thing 
benind it ? — I observed no pucker whatever ; but I am 
convinced it would have led me to make a further search 
as to the cause of it. 

In whose presence did you make this search? — In the 
presence of Mr. Simmons, steward of Lord Berkeley. 

Did you make any search at another time afterwards for 
the same purpose? — On the i7th of May following I 
searched the book again. 

Bot] the searches were in the year 1799 ? — Yes. , 

What did you find on the second search ? — Immediately 
almost that I opened the book 1 discovered the register 
to be as it now appears, open ; it was very visible, but that 
I account for more from the circumstance of its having 
been examined after I was there the first time, and be- 
fore I was there the second time, by two gentlemen who 
certified the fact of its having been found, and the seals 
were put on, which led*iny attention I believ£rmOTe.iim- 
* mediately to the subject. ^^i ized by ^ODgre 

Cross-examined. 
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leaves ?-rTo the best of my recollection I did ; I remem* 
ber prettj strongly this paper, and that too I think. 

-Before you made the second search, had you heard 
where the entry that you were to search for was ? — I re- 
ceived an intimation firom a noble lord, that if- 1 were to 
search the register a^in, he had reason to believe that I 
should find an alteration in it, and therefore desired that 
I would examine it for that purpose, to see whether there 
was that alteration ; I therefore did search it,, and found 
the alteration I have now described. 

Did you previously to the first search receive any inti- 
mation where particularly you should look for the entry ? 
— No, I did not, further than I was told by letter that it 
was about the year 1785, 1 think ; that if I searched about 
that time, if there was any entry, it was supposed to be 
about that time. 

You have said that you were t61d that there had been 
some alteration between the time of your first search and 
the second ; does it appear that in point of fact there had 
■been any alteration between the first search and the 
second? — Yes, the alteration, if any, was this part of the 
register appearing the second time, and my not having 
seen it the first: 

Is there any entry made in that part which is visible, 
that must have been made between the first search and 
the second ? — Yes, this certificate signed by Mr. Carring* 
ton. 

Of what date is that certificate ?— The 22d of April, 
1799. It was also signed by W. G. Cracraft, Edwai*d 
Boodle, James Simmonds, as to its having been cont- 
pared with another part of the sheet 

These seals the witness did not observe the first time, 
and he admitted that the certificate imports that they were 
put after he had searched the entry. 

William Fendail, Esq. being sworn, admitted t\iat he 
was a barrister by profession, principally '^^^^^'^SJJ^ 
Gloucester, since he married and settled there in oOf 
tember, 1786, and that he used to go the circuits to 
Monmouth, Hereford, and Worcester, and attend Ito 
quarter sessions at Gloucester, which he particularly re- 
collected attendinff in Julv, 1785, on Wednesday t:he 1^ 
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or the ladies, you drank tea there that afternoon? — ^Not 
being perfectly satisfied that I did drink tea there, I can- 
not answer the question. 

But you staid a considerable time there that afternoon ? 
—Yes. 

Do you recollect any part of the conversation, or the 
turn of the subjects of conversation during the time you 
were there with those ladies? — Not particulariy, cer- 
tainly. 

How did you introduce yourself or begin the conversa* 
tion.with tliese ladies, you being a stranger? — It is impos- 
sible at this distance of time to say how I did it ; I cer- 
tainly paid that attention to a very fiandsome woman whom 
1 found there, which a man might be very naturally ex- 
pected to pay. 

By that person you have so described, which of the 
sisters do you mean so to describe ? — Lady Berkeley. 

You knew the other to be Mrs. Farren, the wife of the 
Mr. Farren you knew ? — I cannot say that I knew it at the- 
time; but when I repeated my visit 1 knew it certainly ; I 
cannot take upon me to say I knew it that day. 

Was it to Lady Berkeley your attentions were particu- 
larly directed ? — Certainly. 

How were they received ? — Not particularly objected tOy 
and with no particular degree of forwardness ; I do not 
recollect that there was any thing particulariy forward in 
Lady Berkeley's conduct; nor did she appear offended 
with my conduct. 

She conversed familiarly with you ? — ^Yes. 

D.uring the time you were endeavouring to make your- 
self acceptable, was there any thin^ to discourage you in 
the prosecution of that object ? — I no not take upon me to 
say that there was any thing either particularly encou- 
raging or discouraging; there was a couversationip^xssed 
between us, but I should suppose that conversation whicJk 
is likely to take place between a young man and a youti^ 
woman so circumstanced. v \ A 

Was there any thing passed during l\vat visit ^^^^^^\ 
you in the smallest degi-ee to suppose that that laA^y yf^ 
married woman ?— Certainlj nothing. ^■^^,^^^, by-GoQgfeA 
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The witness withdrawing, and being again called io^ 
was asked, 

Can you now recollect any thing more particular that 
passed at this lirst visit ? — I cannot. 

Upon your going away, was any thing said on either 
side of an intention to renew your visits? — I do not recol- 
lect that there was ; there might be. 

About what time in the day was it that the first visit was 
paid ? — It might be seven or eight o'clock ; seven I think ; 
it was after dmner; I recollect perfectly. 

Was any other person with you during this first visit ?— 
Whether any person was with me w'hile I was walking : 
I rather think there was. 

He then proceeded to state, that he renewed his visit on 
the Friday after dinner about seven o'clock, going up into 
the same room where he had been before, where he found 
Lady Berkeley alone ; he could not tell exactly how he 
introduced himself further than by intimating, that having 
, visited her before, he was in consequence come to visit her 
again. He said she intimated neither surprize nor objec- 
tion; that he staid and drank tea with Lady Berkeley 
alone ; but he acknowledged that inviting himself, she only 
acquiesced in it. Though he could not exactly recollect 
the conversation, he asserted, that nothing was said by her 
intimating that she was a married woman. He visited her 
four times upon the whole, always in the afternoon ; but 
being asked whether, during the third time Lady Berkeley 
was alone ? he could not say whether her sister, Mrs. Far- 
ren, was present or not. Though he drank tea there twice, 
he could not recollect the particular days ; he thought he 
staid about the same time each visit. On what particular 
day he could not recollect when Mr. Farrcn, the husband 
of Mrs. Farren, came into the room. 

Being asked, whether at that time there was any female 
in the room except Lady Berkeley, he answered. 

No ; I remember perfectly well there was not. 

State what was passing between you and Lady Berkeley 
at the time Mr. Farren came into the room ? — Premising, 
that nothing criminal, I solemnly declare, ever did pass 
between Lady Berkeley and myself, I must submit to their 
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something of that sort might be passing ; but I most so- 
lemnly declare, that nothing criminal ever passed between 
Lady Berkeley and myself. 

What was the nature of the liberties, if any, that were 
passing when Mr. Farren came into the room ? — I certainly 
was twin«^ liberties with Lady Berkeley at fliat time, un- 
questionably. 

Was it with or against her consent ?— Certainly with a 
degree of reluctance on her part. 

What was the nature of the liberties you were then 
taking ? — I was saluting her. 

Were you upon the ground with her ? — I rather think 
not ; but I will not take upon me particularly to say. 
There was a moment, I believe, when by accident she had 
slipped off her chair, and whether it was at that moment 
Mr. Farren came in, I will not take upon me to say. 

During any part of that time was any the least intima- 
tion given to you by Lady Berkeley, that she was a mar- 
ried woman ? — Certainly not. 

Did you receive firom Laity Berkeley during this time, 
or at any time during the visits, any reprimand or condem- 
nation of what had passed ? — Lady Berkeley certainly did 
occasionally express reluctance at bberties that I attempted 
to take. 

Was that during the period those liberties were taking, 
or before or after &em ? — She expressed a reluctance every 
time I attempted to take any liberties of that kind, cer- 
tainly. 

After that passed, had you any communication with 
Lady Berkeley after you went to Hereford ? — ^When I was 
at Hereford I "wrote to Lady Berkeley. 

Did you receive any letter from Lady Berkeley? — 
I did. 

Is that letter in existence, or is it destroyed ? — It is lost. 
I believe I may say destroyed. 

State, as nearly as you can, the contents of that letter ? 

(By Mr. Serjeant B^t) Was not the letter you received 
in answer to the one that you had written ? — Certainly. 

(By Mr. Solicitor-General.) Have the goodness then to 
state the contents of that letter written by Lady Berkeley;^ 

Mr. Seijeant Best objected to the evidence. - ' 
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signed merely Maria.; there was no surname added 
toiL 

During the time she lived with Lord Berkeley did she 
pass as his wife ? — Certainly not, to my knowledge. 

In his cross examination, being asked if he visited Lord 
Berkeley? he answered, never; and that he had never 
been in opposition to him in the county, of had any quar- 
rels; he only ackifowledged expressing some surprise 
after quitting the profession that Lord Berkeley did not 
think proper to put him into the commission of the peace. 
Whenever they met, however, they always treated eadi 
other with respect. 

The letter before referred to, which Mr. Fendall wrote 
to Lady Berkeley, it appeared, was sent a few days after 
his first interview at Gloucester, and addressed to Miss 
Cole ; as for Lady Berkeley's letter to him, he proved^ 
that it had been acddentally burnt. He then stated, that 
be had been applied to for that letter only on the October 

£ receding, by a Mr. Westfiding in behalf of Lady Berice^ 
J J to which application he repUed; that as tibere was 
a probability of his being called before the House of Lords, 
he should wish to have no communication with the 



Being asked if Mr. Westfelinp^ then communicated to 
him any letter of Lady Berkeley^ iie replied, 

I received a letter nrom Mr. Westfiding I tlunk about a 
fortnight ago, desiring, that if I had that letter which had 
been sent to me in die north, I would return it to Ladr 
Berkdejr. I immediately endosed it to him, saying,! 
thought it would be a mudi more correct way that it should 
be returned through hinvthan firom me. 

Then, at the request of Mr. Serjeant Best, the following 
questions and answers in the examination of Lady Berke* 
Icjr, were read*; viz. 

^ Your ladyship recollects having written one letter to 
him? — ^^^ Yes; I aid; and if it coiud be produced, that 
.w<mld at once dear up the whole thing, without my pro* 
ducing the letter to wnich Ihave now alluded. 

^^ Your ladydiip never sent, through the medium of any 
^person, to desire to haveyourl^iOT delivered up to you? i 
-r-No ; but I heaid Mr. FendaU had talked on the subject^ 
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fiftlifu^, ^teidn^ the transaction, which fetter watr pttt iiltd 
Ml", t'endall's hands, and he sent his compliments back to 
me, and that he knew no more of the circumstances of the 
marriage than what I stated in the letter. 

Tiie witness was asked, 

Did you accompany that letter with a message to Lady 
Berkeley, stating^ that you wished your eompliments to be 
presented to her ladyship, and that you know nothi^^ more 
of the marriage than was contained in that letter? — I did 
state to Mr. Westfeling in a letter to the effect your lord- 
rtiip has stated, but not when I enclosed the letter, but 
when 1 was in the north in October last. 

The Rev. John Chapeau being called in, stated that he 
had been acquainted with the late Lord Berkeley thirfrf- 
five years ; tlrat he baptisied William Fitzhardinge in 17^, 
at St. George's, Hanover-square; amd luul seen his re- 
gistry, which at the last tine be saw it, was a veiY di^ 
ferent thing from what it was at fim. The certificate, 
said he, wmch I gave to Lord Berkeley, was " WiUiam 
Fitzhardinge, the natural son of Frederick Agustus Earl 
of Berkeley, by Mary Tudor." Till the christening took 
place, he did not know whether any, and what lady was living 
with Lord Berkeley at the time ; he then understood 
that she lived in Park-street, near Park-lane : he also men- 
tioned that she was present at the christening, previous to 
which he said Lord Berkeley applied to him to christen his 
efaild, saying, " he had a natural soh, and should be very 
"much obligM to me if I would christen him.** Mr. Car- 
rington said, ^^ he could not do it, ^is it Was a ncttund 
child, and therefore begged that he woftld excuse me, for 
I must apply to the Rector of St. Geoige's panrish if I did, 
and I did not think it was a post of honour to ^^ppty for 
tov nwin's natural child." 

What passed upon that? — I told Lord BeAeley I 
thought his best plan would be to send the nurse and the 
•child aftei' morning prayers to the vestty at St. George^ 
and there he would find an oiiiciating clergyman fhitt 
would christen the child and register it Jtt the same time^ 
for I could not register in another man's parish without his 
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ntted of' the diilil, the mother, kiiss Tudoo-'^ Qiotili^ or 
aunt, I supposed. Admiral PreseoLt, myseU^ and the deck 
of Sl CSeorge's Pariah. 

At what miB was this ? — It was January the 19th, 1787. 
At the chrii^enin^, when I was pulling off my surplice, I 
found Admiral Prescott writting down what 1 mu^t ha^e 
adied him if h^ had not ; I dp not mean that it was any 
Aim^ improper, ^^ William Fitzhardioge, natural sou of 
the Earl of Berkeley, bj Mary Tudor." 

Was Lord Berkeiej present then i — Xo. 

How soQQ afterwards did you see him upon this subject? 
— ^Lord Berkeley prior to the christening, desired that 
when I had done, I would bring the certificate to his house 
in GraHon-sireet. I toc^ the certificate and went up 
stairs, and found X^ird Berkeley- without his coat He 
said he was in the midst of dre^su^, took the certificatCL 
and said, '' AH is well, and I will be with you ; go and 
jcad the paper in my room, and I will be with you in a 
moment." I waited more than half an hour ; I thought 
kim a long time in dressing, and about a quarter of an 
hoor after he came in jwith his. hat on. Says he, '^ Wel]^ 
I haye been with At. Courtenay, and we haye both regis- 
tered the child." I said to him, ^' And what do you think 
brought me here ?" Says he, " My old friend, I really wag 
90 taken up with the desire of registering the child that I 
forgot you." I concluded it was all properly done, a^ 
Doctor Courtenay and he had been together. I did not 
like tbe<:ontempt of beiiig left alone in tb|U, manner audi 
told his lordship so. 

Did you afterwM-ds «ee the entry made in the register ? 
•p^No; I did not; that will come An its course. It wasa 
frood wUle after that ; I think it was about two years after 
ttMrt, Lord Borkeley applied to me again, and said, '' I 
know you haye a great dislike to christening natural chilr 
dm; but if ypM WUl be so good as to stand eod&ther with 
Adamml Piwoott to my second son, I shall take it yexy 
kind, and give to one nurse a guinea, and Admiral Prescott 
•win givea gniiiea to the other nurse/^ So the christening 
went on ; but there was one thing that struck me as veiy 
ejrti aof tf nary, yrfaen the ceremony was oyer Ladir Berke- 
fer 8»« a 8»kd ktter to Mr. Pitt, %« , officbtmg ^ 
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kelej till she wag publidy married by the Bishop of Gfloii-^ 
cester at Lambeth. Mr. Chapeau went on to state, t;hat 
he had seen the register of the first son the claimant, but , 
never heard of any legitimacy. Being asked if the name 
was entered Tudor, in the register ? he said, not Tudor, 
but Cole, which name he acknowledged was never sug- 

fested or put into the certificate which he delivered to 
iord Berkeley ; and that he never knew the lady's name 
was Cole, till she had several children, at the time when 
liord Berkeley went to the House of Lords to claim a 
former marriaffe. He further said, that he continued very 
intimate with Lord Berkeley till his going to Spring-gar- 
dens ; and fi*om that time he never spoke to him ; he him- 
self breaking off the acquaintance with his lordship. 

Being asked whether, during all the time of the intimacy 
Lord Berkeley passed as a married or a single man, he 
replied. 

As a single man. I recollect a circumstance that passed 
on coming firom shooting one day ; it was Lord Berkeley's 
custom to ask where Miss Tudor was, and the servant that 
answered his question said, " My Lady Berkeley is in the 
pleasure grounds;" to which Lord Berkelejr answered, 
« You fool, whom do you mean by Lady Berkeley, I have 
no Lady Berkeley belonging to me but my mother." That 
servant repeated that once after that, but never after- 
wards. 

At what time did that pass which you have now de- 
scribed, as nearly as you can recollect ; perhaps you may 
be able to remember how long it was after the christening 
of the first son, if it was after ? — I cannot make out, it was 
in the month of October I think ; I think it was in October, 
because that was one of the months I used to go down and 
shoot with Lord Berkeley at Cranford, for it happened 
there. 

You represented that you had seen Lord Berkeley at 
Spring-Gardens on his return firom the House of Lords ? 
~I did. 

Did you see Lady Berkeley there ? — ^Boih at Spring- 
0&i*dens. 

Did you hear Lady Berkeley say any thing upon that, 
occasion ? — I sat in the dining parlour with Admiral Pres-1< 
CPtt, about half an hour before the carriage drove up ; 



( 9S ) 

porter in the hall, Lady Berkeley being first, had flounced 
down in a chair, and looked heated and disappointed, 
sajring, ^ No more iniqoity for me. My children shall go 
to their diurch, and shall read their Bible, and shall tread 
the path df truth and virtue ;" and I do not know, — there 
was another expression ; and then Lord Berkeley came 
in, and that stopped her mouth. 

Had any subject been mentioned, to which the reference 
was of " No more iniquity for roe," to which that expres- 
sion referred ? — ^Not any one ; the moment she came out 
of the coach, she flounced down in the chair, and thi wa^ 
a kind of exclamation to herself. When Lord Berkeley 
came in, I never saw any countenance in my life so de- 
jected, so chop-fallen, and so4 miserable. I dined there. 
Admiral Prescott I believe dined there ; Lord Berkeley 
did not speak a word I believe, and Miss Tudor did talk, 
but not 90 cheerfully as at another time. 

At any time did Lady Berkeley relate to you any cir- 
cumstances respecting her history ? — She did. 

Have the goodness to repeat them. — About October, 1 
cannot recolfect to .say in what year exactly, 1 think it 
must be about 1787. 

Have the goodness to relate, as well as you can recol- 
lect, all that Lady Berkeley related to you about herself? 

Mr. Moore, counsel for the petitioner, requested to 
know if this evidence was intended to discredit Lady 
Berkeley ? — Mr. Solicitor Greneral answered that it was. 

The witness said. When I came into the parlour to shel- 
ter myself^ I believe it was firom rain. Miss Tudor was 
discharging a servant she had had out of the countiy, and 
persuacQng diis girl to return to her firiends in the coun- 
try, telling her she would pay her stage coach if she would. 
She refiised, saying^ she liked to stay in London better. 
Upon which Miss Tudor adied me, if I did not think the 
giii extremely obstinate; and that a girl with a good 
countenance, and dismissed firom service without moncnr, 
would be sure to fall a prey to some man or other, in 
this situation, said she, I was once myself; but having a 
fiiend of my mother's, whose name I recollected, and 
whose hooae I found out, very luckily was received with 
intdnesB; but that kindness did not last long, for he came 1 
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tinue) and the old will despise me ; tiberefore, child, yoit 
roust go down to your friends at Gloucester." I said to 
ker, '' I hope that he did not turn you out without some 
money?" "No," she said, "he did not; he gave me a 
very handsome present, and with that present I quitted 
his house and went to my sister Ann Farren, whom I found 
with a sore breast, two or three children extremely dis- 
eased and dirty, and one Mrs. Sheffield, an old servant in 
the family, who came, upon her necessitous situation, to 
assist them. The first thing I did was to send for a sur- 
geon to my sister ; the next was to have the children 
cleaned and clothed, and that dipped very deeply into my 
present. I remunerated Mrs. Sheffield for her kindness, 
and, then disliking my situation under my sister, took up 
my little bundle and marched to my sister Susan's. I 
took up the knocker ; but recoUectins^ that my mother had 
given me strict orders never to speak to my sister Susan 
any more, I laid it down again quietly, and took a turn to 
reflect upon my disobedience; but when I thought jof re- 
turning to all that misery at my sister's, my sister scream- 
ing with pain, and the children almost famished with hun- 
ger, I faced about, went to my sister Susan's once again.; 
took up the knocker and gave a loud rap. Who should 
come to the door, but (as if it had been on purpose) my 
sister Susan herself, dressed out in all the paraphernalia of 
a fine lady going to the opera. She took me into her arms^ 
carried me into the parlour and gave me refreshment; 
began to tear a great many valuable laces of sixteen shil- 
lings a yard, to equip me for the opera, and when I was so 
dressed I looked like a devil. I went to the opera and 
was entertained with it, and at night returned again to ray 
sister's, and there I found a table well spread ; not know* 
ing that my sister ever had any fortune^ At that table 
were Lord Berkeley, Sir Thomas Kipworth, I think a Mk. 
Mariot, and a Mr. Howarth; the evening went oflF very 
dull, and they soon left the place. The next night we weik 
to the play in the same manner, and returned in the same 
manner, and with no other diffei^nce than a young barris- 
ter, whom I thought agreeable ; and if I nad been fi«- 
quently with him sliomd have liked him very much. 
When they went away, I requested my sister to give me ie 
cheerful evening, that we might recount over our growth- 
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of OHT ntrtk a violent noiee was heard in die passage, and 
m nidied two mffians, one seizing my sister by the ri^t 
hand, and the other by the left, trying to drag her ont of 
the hoQ^ in order to carry her to a spunging-house. She 
told me the men declared they would not quit Susan her 
sister unless they received a hundred guineas. She fiunted 
away ; then, when she carae to herself, she found Lor4 
Berkeley standing by her sister Susan, who was not there 
before. Miss Tudor fell upon her knees, and desired ny 
Lord Berkeley to liberate lier sister ; &at she bad no nH>> 
ney herself to'do it, and if he would do it, he might d* 
whatever he would vrith her own person ; he paid down 
one hundred guineas, the ruffians quitted their hold, and 
my lord carried off the ladv. 

In the conclusion, did her ladvship say any thing ?-^ 
Yes; she said, " Mr. Chapeau, I have been as much sold 
as any lamb that goes to the shambles." The raaid-ser-> 
vant was also present at this conversation. 

After stating some particulars of less importance, rela« 
tive to a Mr. Aubert and a Mrs. Bell, whom he had seea 
at Berkeley castle, Mr. Chapeau was asked, whether when 
present at the christening <^Lady Bei^eley's second soo^ 
did not occasion him much surprise, namely, that Lady 
Berkeley pot a sealed paper into the hands of Mr. Pitt tm 
officiating clergyman, what were the circumstances whidi 
occasioned such surprise ? — The first was, that I conceived 
that Lady Berkeley bad put the goinesr which 1 gav« to 
the nurse, and Admiral Prescott's gmnea wbich be gave t9 
tbemirse, and conveyed them in that letter; that was the 
Srst : then the next was, I concluded vrhen I knew Ili# 
ttame oTOole, thai it w» to hide the name of Cok frm 
me. who bad never been acqusMted with that mnae. 

Yon state you had been more or less in habits «f iMtit- 
macy with Lord Berkeley, and lived a greait deal in lus 
l*5ciety ; did Lord Berkeley ever make any oottmuMka- 
lion to you of any matter of confidence on any Bobject 
Irtmlever ; any secret con6deotial communicatiati reimtive 
to his aflkirs, or other naatlers ? — A thoasand, if I haA 
toemoiy to retain them,. If v€m please, I do notthiak I 
can go OB, but I will try. Lord Berkeley and I «sed t# 
tide «nt when we were idene five day* in the werft toge^* 
th^'. 0«ce he aaid, ^* Oh, dear Chapeau, I am ve^ lows* 
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set born out of wedlock, and that man was my schoolfel* 
low, and a man I loved exceedingly, and whenever I 
think of him I am always unhappy. I attended him all 
throui^h, his illness ; he drank himself to death, because he 
was disappointed in the title." And he said, " Believe 
me, my children sfi9H never experience such cursed vil- 
lainy through my means." 

Can you state the date of that conversation on the sub- 
ject y)f Mr. Smith? — I should think No, I cannot. — 

Five hundred things of that kind Lord Berkeley has said 
to me. 

Among other particulars, Mr. Chapeau admitted that 
the Lady Dowager Berkeley, whom he had seen in com- 
pany with Lady Berkeley, behaved with great affection 
towards her, calling her child, child, till he was sick of it. 
He also mentioned a Mrs. Bell, who frequently visited at 
Cranford till she quarrelled, liliss Tudor taking very little 
notice of her after she became Lady Berkeley ; but he 
i^ould not recollect whether Mrs. Bell called her Lady 
Berkeley or not. 

Mr. Chapeau being asked whether he had ever repeated 
the narrative Lady Berkeley gave him of her life to any 
person, mentioned the names of Colonel Boscawen, Mr. 
Scroggs, Mr. Evelyn Meadowes, and Lord Dunmore, 
who was then dead ; and this as a proof that he did not 
think she was married 'the first time. 

Did you ever in any of the confidential conversations 
you had with Lord Berkeley mention this circumstance to 
him ? — No, I never should jfiave thought of such a thitig i 
I could not tell whether it might not be a great injury to 
both parties ; I might have made my lord unhappy, and 
might have separated them when they were together, and 
I cud* not like to be the author of that ; they were to fol«- 
loW their own plan. 

^Endeavour to recollect whether you have not givea ua 
the date of the conversation with Ladv Berkeley, in whicli 
she related the circumstances of her life, that you supposed 
it was about a year and a half subsequent to their connec- 
tion ?— I told you before of dates, that at my time of life 
they were very distressing to me, and in consequeince of 
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i!hat ; I onlj concluded tbat it was about that time by the 
circumstince of Miss Tudor being down there, . and my 
being down there myself with lAj iamilj. 

When Lord Berkeley told you concerning his re- 
gret about the circumstanced of Mr. Smith's death, did it 
lection the narrative which Ladj 
u? — Not the least in the world; I 
5 any thing similar in the case, 
lere was something similar between 
laving an elder brother, who^ from 
^vas not entitled to the title, and 
g natural children, who you knew 
to the title of Berkeley? — I do not 
see any thing that could bring it to my mind at that time, 
I really do not recollect that it struck me there was any 
similarity ; there was a similitude, because Lord Berke- 
ley made the remark, that he would not commit the same 
offence. 

Did you irnderstand Lord Berkeley to state to you at 
that time, that he would not marry Lady Berkeley after 
having had children antecedently by her? — Never that he 
Iroulcl not marry. I do not recollect Lord Berkeley talk- 
ing any thing about marriage to any one in the world; 
but once he spoke of Miss Caroline Oury that he was very- 
fond of, arid most people thought, he would marry her, 
and I asked him why he would not, and he said *^ Oh 
dear no, you shall never get the marriage chain round my 
neck." 

Can you state when you left your house at Cranford ? 
: — I have had half a dozen houses. I do not know which 
you allude to. 

Can you state when you last left off living at Cranford? 
— ^No ; there is sometning perhaps may lead to it ; I do 
not know. Lord Berkeley had run the matter of game so 
bard with respect to the people, that I foresaw there 
woiilci be a kick-up of the whole, and I told him I wisbeA 
he would take care ; there were many ways by which he 
iB%ht prevent it, and if he would he might e^joy ^* 
game for years; and if he would not, there wouw ^ 
aiiefidof ft very soon, which was, to give ji^t^edl^^""*?^ < 
i^d tlie men, within the range of his manor, a gQod 3inr 
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Berkeley is a very generous sort of a woman, that relates 
a great many things without thinking much about them. 
She has a great many good qualities belonging to her ; she 
really is very artless in what she relates to any body, and 
veiy prompt, and therefore not veiy guarded; by no 
means guarded in what she says. I am sure 1 was as 
much surprized as any body in the world. 

Was this the first confidential conversation you ever 
had with Lady Berkeley ? — 1 think it was the first and 
the last I ever had. 1 will give you a proof of Lady 
Berkeley's artlessness, she is a very artless woman, and 
a woman who I think has been very iU used through life, 
for I think she has a great many good qualities. I saw her 
in Spring Gardens ; now I shall surprise you more. 1 went 
to call on Lord Berkeley in Spring Grardens, not long I 
believe after the death of the mother ; the eldest boy had 
been shut up by her, a good big boy, because he had 
been very insolent to his mother ; when I came into the 
room I asked Miss Tudor where Master Berkeley was, 
she said he was shut up in the room within the drawing- 
f oom, which was a bed-chamber, and had been shut up 
^veral hours without any victuals. I said " Ma'am, I 
think you do wrong, for the child will be ill, do liberate 
him, (being confined for so many hours) ; she went into 
the room, fetched the boy out, with a stick in one hand 
and her other hand upon his collar ; she said ^^ so and 
t}iank Mr. Chapeau for your liberation," and she then ad- 
ded, keeping nold of him the while, " Now you little 
dog, though I am not your fether's wife, I will make you 
know through life I am your mother." 

Do^ou state upon your oath that she said she was not 
the wife of Lord Berkeley ?r— I do say so : I relate this as 
a circumstance said to the chUd. 

Do you upon your oath state to the house, that she 
gtated herself not to be the wife of Lord Berkeley? — I 
am really convinced that this is what I heard her say. 

Can yoo swear positively to the words, that her lady- 
ship declared herself not to be the wife of Lord Berkeley ? 
—She made use of those words that I have related. 

Oft vnii rprolloM -nrhf^fht^r anv rw^ro^n xiras nrCSent be- 
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dewf ii^ t^ b|E«?Iiiast parlour, for the piurpose of shew* 
ing them to him, and certifying them." He added, that 
he had the key constantly in his possession when the &• 
milj were not at the castle. To his knowledge, no other 
person had a key of that room. 

Mrs. Anne Foote bein^ called in, produced Mrs. Ches- 
ton^g letters, particularizing the time when Lady Berkekj 
left her house in Kent, viz. December 30, ISiM. — Anne 
Poweil, the housekeeper, afterwards Mrs. Manning, quit- 
ted it on the :^ of March, 1785. 

B^ng asked whs^ was the character and conduct of 
L^y ^^^ley when living under her roof, Ae said, '' it 
was irreproachable," and that she Qerer discovered the 
least lightness in her conduct while she was under her 
roof. 

Ann Manning being called in, acknowledged that Lady 
Berkeley did receive fetters during the time she was in the 
service of Mrs. Foote, which were generally brought to 
the house by the gardener. 8be also stated that she knew 
crf'no levity in the conduct of Lady Berkeley* After she 
received letters from her sbter Turner, this witness said 
^ used to laugh and joke, and say, if ever she was a 
lacty, she would have her for a housekeeper: she wa» 
often talking in that sort of way, and reading' nov^. 
^he seemed to have a very hiffh turn. 

Hannah Davis, who Imd lived servant with William 
Cole, the lather of Lady Berkeley, stated the time of her 
service ; her being at the Swan, in the parish of Barn- 
wood, when William Cole, besides keeping a public-house 
was a butcher. She also confirmed a variety of partica*' 
lars which had been stated relative to Mr. Cole s &mily 
and their connections ; but knew nothing of Lady Berkeley a 
brother passing by the name of Tudor. Her sister Susaa 
she rejH-esentra as very handsome, when she came dowm 
in the country in a phaeton with a black servant. 

Qn the 22d of ]Vlay the Rev. John Lloyd, senior curate 
of Lambeth, was examined, and proved bavins perfbnneA 
the marriage ceremony between Lord Berkley and Aft 
lady that he married in May 1796. 

Walter Mayers, who kept a silv^^roith's shop in A% 
West^atestreet Gloucester, stated that in 1785, JaxA^ 
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JanuarjF and the Mjay month ; I mean that this firgt hap- 
pened, and afterwards 1 saw Lord Berkelev. : 
By the words, " that this happened," Vou mean the 
circuoMtaDce of Lord Berkelev asking who this prett)-^ girl 
was? that happened between Janu^ir and the Mat 
month ?~Yes. 

The May monUi in which the militia was out ? — Yes. j 
What passed with Lord Berfiele) f— I happened to 
dtne with the late Sir Edmund Jcynes: and as I was 
^oing to dine with him, I saw the present Ladj Berkeley 
« the wiiidow in the Southgate-street^ near the Bell-laae. 
l^nl^rkelej came to rae afterwards, and said, " Willej, 
where is that pretty girl that I saw vov talking with m 
^anen's Aop?" I said, '• My Lord, do you wish to see 
«r ? ' he said he did ; he seemed verv anxious to see her. 
Ue said, ^ Do you know where she i^ ?" I said, « Yes 1 
«^ my Lord;" '• then come along;" and so we went to- 
^^11? ^^ ^^ Southgate-strect, to the comer house of 
IteU-lane; and I said, •• M^ Lord, if you look up to the 
window at the left, vou will see her there. He looked 
up, and said, « Thefe she is. ' He said, " Will you in-^ 
,5*?!™^ me to her." I said, ^' No, my Lord, I cannot 
introduce you; you know where she is, and if you wish 

jy^ ' ^^^ ^^ introduce yourself." 
^, VI ^^ observe what became of Lord Berkeley after 
th^?™ We parted, 
j^u^ ^^y <Ud ^rd Berkeley go after that ?— I cannoi 

Did be go into the house r—No, he did not- j, 

^^fpoke of dining somewhere ? — Yes, Idinedadav 

oriwotefore at the late Sir Edmund Jeynes': heUv^ 

S ^PP^*^^ to the house where Lady Berkeley was. '- 

urn you observe Lord Berkeley go 'into the house, at 

aAyiUqM.^..,V^^, 

nliat year ^^ this?™It was between the lath o£ 
Januaiy, aurf / ^^t exactly say, but I think the Ma^ 

fflontii in 178s ^^^^^ ► ^ ^ 

C^rou ^y\'^^^lY whether the first time when 1-otA 

^I^ ^^^ &i^V was whom he had aeei^io :Fw. 

otOdober. ?*^ vLt^-^^^ was it before or after Af_^^ 
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Jmraar^ and the May month of the foUowiifg y^r ; but 
I cannot bring the period to my recollection. 
CroEfe-examined. 

Did not that which you havci stated pass in <h& yeai* 
rr84, and have y6u not constantly said so ? — I could not 
recollect exactly the year ; I know that it was after the 
time that I sold the castle to Farren that Lord Berkeley 
saw mfe in the shop, but I could not tell the time, whether 
It was in 1784 or 1785, as I said before j but it wa^ be- 
tween January 1784, and the May month in 1785. 

When you saw Mary Cole in Farren's shop, wAS it in 
Jaiiuary 1784 ? — -No, I said I sold the! fc'oWs to Farren ort 
tbe 15th of January, 1784. 

Will you venture to state you have any distinct reool* 
l^K!tion of any date after that of the year or month ?-*-I 
know it was between January, 1784, and the May riionth 
iiv 1785 ; and it was soon after Farren was in goal that I 
was in the shop at the time ; but I do not recollect whether 
Lord Berkeley came by at that time. 

Do you remember when Farren went to goal ; — No ; 
but I think it was soon after January ; whether it was in 
February I cannot say. 

When you use the words January and February^ do you 
mean in the year 1784 ? — Yes. 

Andall which you speak of passed soon after that time ? 
-^I do not say that Lord Berkeley saw me in the shop at 
ftiattime', it 'might be in February ; I did not minute it 
down, and therefore cannot tell ; but I recollect very well 
it was between January, 1784, and May, 1785. 

You say it' was very soon after Farren went to giol ? — 
Yes, that I was in the shop ; but I was in the shop with 
Mrs. Farren after that. 

Was that two months after that? — Yes, I dare say it 
was ; for I was in the shop after Mrs. Farren left off the 
payment of the money, on the 30th of October, 1784.' 

You have no distinct recollection of the dates? — I never 
minuted them down. 

Re-examined. 

Though you do not particularly recollect dfeites, ar^you 

?irite «upe that the payment continued to October, 1784 ?— 
atari convinced of that ; I have a memdirandum of that, le 
Are you sure that it was aftier thait time that youw^rein 
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I asked Mrs. Fairen; sbe had told rae she would paj a 
guinea a week, and I went to her to ask why it was not 
paid^ and she said sbe had not means to paj any more. 

Was it after that, that that passed in Southgate-street, 
which you have described ? — Yes, it was considerably after ; 
it was at the time Lord Berkeley saw Lady Berkeley tl 
the window ; that was in the May month to. the best qf 
my recollection. 

The May month of what year ? — 1785. 
Examined by the Lords. . 

Recollect how Lord Berkeley was dressed when that 
passed relative to the house in the Southgate-street, when 
ne asked you to point out the lady ? — I tmnk he was in his 
r^mentals, but 1 cannot say exactly; for sometimes he 
wore a blue coat with a red coUar when he was not in the 
field. 

Do you remember that he was either in regimentals, or 
a blue coat with a red collar, when this pa^ed ? — ^Yes. 

Had you occasion to press Mrs. Farren for payment 
down to the 30th of October, 1784 ?— No, for ^ paid mt 
very regularly. 

Did you press Mrs. Farren for the payment of the mo- 
ney immediately after the 30th of October, 1784, or^fter 
a lapse of time, she not ha\'ing continued her payments? 
— I cannot exactly say to the date, but I recollect very well 
that I came up the Westgate-street, and I turned into the 
shop, and said, " Mrs. Farren, you have not been so good 
as your word." I did not press her more for the money, 
she said she was very much distressed, and I did dot think 
any thing more about it. 

How much was due from Mr. Farren ? — Seven guises^* 

Then it must have been seven weeks subsequent to the 
SOth October ? — No, seven guineas was what remained 
due ; Mrs. Farren paid rae very honourably, and I believe 
would have continued it, if it had been in her power. 

Do you think Lord Berkeley passed by the first time you 
made application to Mrs. Farren or uot?— That I cannot 
recollect. 

William Hill, who kept the White Hart, next the hoim 
of Cole, in Southgate-street, remembenMl seeing Miffl 
Mary Cole there, and then as the militia were drawn up" 
in tliA street. tlinii0>ht that he Raw Lord BeikeleV oav ha 
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ship spoke to her : respecting her dress, he said she ap- 
peared like a lady's maid, or a person in that condition ; 
he knew nothing of William Tudor, or an aunt of that 
name. ' 

Charles Gwinnett of Barnwood, proved his being well 
acquainted with the family of the Cfoles ; he remembered 
Willia6i going to London about 1786, at which time he 
never recollected his being called by the name of Tudor ; 
he never heard of Lord Berkeley being at Cole's house. 
William Griflfith produced the register of the burial of 
the elder Cole. 

£sther Edwards, formerly Pickering, proved seeing 
Mrs. Farren and her two sisters in or about October,' 
1786, at her house, No. 15, New Street Sauare, London. 

Mrs. Elizabeth Hicks, daughter of Mr. Hupsman, proved 
she was in Berkeley, the whole of 1784, and till tne be- 
ginning of February, 1785, on the 6th of which she went 
to London. Before that period she knew Lord Berke- 
ley had been at Berkeley some time. She then with her 
father. Lord Berkeley, and Admiral Prescott, went to 
London, where she remained eight week?, setting out 
into the country from Lord Craven's house on the 3d of 
April. 

She said she returned to Berkeley in company with 
Lord Berkeley and Admiral Prescott, by Lord Berkeley's 
appointment, who said, he would take her back with him, 
and did so by calling for her in his carriage at Lord 
Craven's, about seven o'clock in the morning. On being 
asked when Lord Berkeley apprized her of his intention 
to return, she could not recollect exactly to a day or two, 
but said Lord Berkeley made the appointment by saying, 
I will take you back to Berkeley on Sunday. At Berkeley 
she attended church constantly, but never to the best of 
her recollection, heard the banns of marriage proclaimed 
between Lord Berkeley and Mary Cole. She seldom 
missed going to church; nothing but illness ever pre- 
vented her. In the register of tne marriage at Berkeley 
the.words, " The mark of Richard Barns," she did not 
think was at all like her father's writing. 

EliTiahpfh Hnnsman thfi widow. rnnfirm#^L^J|^^^@^|i(f^{^ 
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his,*' Mr. Hupsman's ^^ hand-writiii^/' In the register 
of the banns of Lord Berkeley she obsenred there was a 
fiunt similarity in the words Hopsman. The entry she 
did not think was in the hand-writin^r of her husband. 

Dining with Lord Berkeley in lt96 or 1797, after the 
second marriage, she observed that Lady Berkeley pos« 
sessed a considerable degree of ascendency over him, and 
that the concerns and control of the fiunily were principally 
managed by her. 

Being asked if Lord Berkeley attended church when 
in the countiy, she answered very seldom, and she had no 
recollection of his being there in the months of November 
and December, 1 784. The cause of Mr. Hupsman's 
quitting Berkeley, she believed to be owing to his pecu- 
niary circumstances. 

Ifenry Boniface, butler and house steward to Lord 
Berkeley, never heard of any such thin^ as banns between 
liord Berkeley and Mary Cole : and being asked when did 
Lady Berkeley first come to Berkeley Castle ? he answered 
* On Sunday morning the 1 1th of November, 1787, she 
left Cranford, and arrived at the castle on Monday the 
12th." To the Question, do you know Mr. Tudor ? he 
answered ** No, I have never seen him to my knowledge, 
I should not know him if I was to see him." 

Being asked if he remembered a lady living with Lord 
Berkeley of the name of Bailey ? he answered she lived 
at Cranford with Lord Bei^eley a ffood while, he could 
not recollect how many years. He left Lord Berkeley in 

17oo» 

Sarah Jones, who lived servant in the castle upwards 
q{ twenty years, left it in 1785, at which time she had 
never seen the present Lady Berkeley there, ncM* ever 
heard of any banns. 

Bfaigaret Hicks, the widow of the Rev. Robert Hicks, 
being called in, could not identify the supposed writing 
.(^ t& Rev. Mr. Hupsman; nor did she recollect any 
ladies, one or two excepted, visiting Lady Berkeley prior 
to 1796, who till then was received in the country as Miss 
Tudor. 

Sir Isaac Heard, gorier king of arms, stated his having 
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WilBam Cole, junior, at Wootton, proved, that being in 
the habit of going to school with him at Gloucester about 
fbui* years, never heard him addi^essed by any of his family 
otherwise than Bill or Billy Cole; he still thought it pos- 
sible, that the latter might have an aunt of the name of 
Tudor without communicating it to him ; he also men- 
tioned, that Cole's eldest daughter was married to Farren 
before the father's death, at which time the other two 
daughters, Mary and Susan, were living under his roof: 
some time after whicli, he understood they went to Lon- 
don; could not say how lon^ Mary had been at Mrs. 
Clarke's school after the » eath of her father ; he thought it 
Itiight be hal f a year or more. 

William Hudd gave his evidence to the same effect; he 
as well as Mr. Gwinnett, used to accompany William Cole 
from Wootton to Gloucester, when the latter went to school 
at Mr. Cooke's, in Oxbody-lane, and the former at Mr. 
Mutlow's. Robert Long, of Huckleycote, about two 
miles from Wootton, who lived as an apprentice to Farren, 
the son-in-law of Cole, senior, never heard the younger, ^ 
William Cole, called Tudor in his life. 

William Strain, journeyman to Mr. Cole, corpoborated, 
this evidence ; he left his master because he could not pay 
him his wages ; though he received it when he went away. 

John Gwinnett foUpwed the two precedinjg evidences 
with respect to the situation of Wiiliam Coie ; but he 1)eing 
employed as a porler in London by Mrs. Tumour at the 
latter end of 1785, was sent to the Gloucester Coffee- 
House to me^t Marv Cole, and to take her down to her 
sister's house in Charles-street, Berkeley-square, to which 
place he walked with her, carrying her luggage. At that, 
time, she >vas dressed very plain. This was about Michael- 
mas, 1785. Mrs. Tumour at that time did not pas^ as a 
married woman. He was employed in her house about a 
fcrtnight, while he was out of place, but nevei' saw or 
heard any thing of Lord Berkeley. 

John Clarke, officiating clerk of Berkeley^ proved, that 
lie filted that situation from 1782 to 1797, e^epting when 
absent about 1791. Pruett, who died in 1798, had^ome- 
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brother, and my connections, and I had heard that mj 
lord had children, and that there was a lady the mother of 
the children. 

Did you, who were very intimate, and had been inti- 
mate with Lord Berkeley for many years, visit that lady ? 
—No, I never in my life saw the laay or the children. 

Were you in the habit of visiting at Lord Berkeley's 
house during the time wl^ile that lady was living with him ? 
' — No, I used to see Lord Berkeley at our different friends' 
houses, and my own, but I never was at his house. 
Examined by the Lords. 

Do you recollect by whom that picture was painted ? — I 
never heard \ a mere acquaintance had said to me, " there 
is my lord's picture in the exhibition, and his children ;" and 
1 naturally said to him, " I hear there is your picture in 
the exhibition, and your children, and they are fine chil- 
dren ;" and he maae answer, he was leaning against the 
table between the windows of the room, and he put his 
hand to his forehead when he made the answer, and he walk- 
ed down* the room and returned to near where I was sit- 
ting, and he sat down himself, and said what I have stated. 

Did you ever mention this fact at the time ? — Not at 
that time ; but I did mention it in the year 1799, when the 
subject was recalled to my mind, and the subject "was dis- 
cussed in this house ; after that period I never mentioned 
it again except to my intimate friends till about six weeks 
ago, when I happened to be in conversation with some in- 
timate friends, and I unguardedly repeated these words; 
they were repeated somewhere else, and I was ordered to 
come here. I never thought of repeating them else. 

To whom did you mention that fact in the year 1799 ? — 
To some of my particular fi'iends; I could produce 
them. 

Could you name any one of them ? — Would they be 
called here if I named them ? it is an awkward thing for 
ladies to appear here ; but I could quote my son, who 
could remember my having mentioned them ; 1 could cer- 
tainly quote ladies. 

What is your brother's name ? — Mr. Mears ; his town 
house is in Fark-lane. My brother was a friend of Lord 
Berkeley's, and in his regiment; they were intimate 
friends from the time I can remember. °'3' '"'' ' ^ 

Beniamin Sadler, one of the executors of the late Mr. 
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produced the books of the deceased, in none of which the 
name of William Tudor appeared. Bills for medicines 
for Mrs. Farren and her sisters were also produced, which 
amounting to upwards of eleven pounds, did not appear 
to hare b^n paid. The witness did not know that William 
Cole, or Tudor, ever was an apprentice to Mr. Parker, 
he not being in Gloucester at the time. 

Mr. Solicited General stated, that one of the witnesses 
who had been examined (Mrs. Foote), was veiy anxious 
that a circumstance in her evidence should be explained, 
which he had communicated to his learned friend Serjeant 
JBest, who also wished that the circumstance should be 
stated to their lordships; namely, the offer made to Mrs. 
Poote, of fifty pounds, which undoubtedly was offered 
to her, but it was oflFered under these circumstances : she 
had been desired by Lady Berkeley to ascertain, by re- 
ference to her books, some dates. Lady Berkeley was not 
informed at that time that a similar application had been 
made to Mrs. Foote on our behalf, and finding that 
it was necessary that a journey to Gloucester should be 
made by Mrs. Foote to possess herself of those books, 
and it being thought that the expences of a journev to 
Gloucester and back might be inconvenient to that lady, 
the ofler was made at the time when it was understood 
that she was to undertake that joumejr for the purpose 
of ffiving the result of it by communicating the dates to 
Lady Berkeley. Mrs. Foote, therefore, wished it to be 
understood, that the offer was made to her only by way 
of complete indemnity for the expences of a journey to be 
undertaken at the request and on behalf of the individual 
trho applied to her ; the money she considers to have 
been offered as an act of generosity, and as the mere ex- 
pence of that journey, Lady Berlteley not understand- 
ing they were to be paid from any other quarter, for 
Mrs. Foote had been desired not to communicate that she 
had been apjplied to by any person to obtain these memo- 
randa, and ror the expence of obtaining which she would 
be remunerated by the individual who had applied to her. 
Mr. Solicitor General expressed a hope, that he was not 
doing wrong in explaining this, and was particularly j 
stnTimiQ to do \f l<»«t it «KoiiM ooprat** in the smallest de:^ ^ 
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knew what the person who made the oflTer did not know, 
that she was to be paid the expences of her journey firom 
another quarter. 

Mr. .Fohn Hathaway, apprentice to Mr. Parker in Sep- 
tember, 1783, knew a young man there named Cole, but 
never in the presence of his master ever heard hira called 
by that of Tudor ; nor during his seven year's apprentice- 
ship ever heard him under any other name. He never 
understood that William Cole was an apprentice there, 
but only on trial at Mr. Parker's. 

Mrs. Elizabeth May went to Mrs. Clarke's school in 
1780, when Mary Cole used to come on Monday as a day 
scholar only, whom she said, left it about the month of 
September following, after a music meeting, during the 
time Elizabeth May was at that school ; she neither saw 
nor heard of Lord Berkeley. As to attention fi'om him to 
Mary Cole, she had never heard of it till after she had 
done school ; she read in the newspaper of the marriage, 
and was surprised to find there were debates about such a 
person. 

Sarah Barnes, who lived servant with Susanna Cole in 
April, 1793, in Grafton -street, stated the name of the 
latter was Edge, and afterwards Hayward. She lived 
with her fi-om April, 1793, till August, 1794, during which 
she had seen a person of the name of Tudor visit her 
mistress repeatedly. Mrs. Edge it also appeared had lived 
at No. 9, Devonshire-street, Portland-place, in some de- 
gree of rank and splendour. Mr. Tudor, she said, mar- 
ried a girl of the name of Lydia Sharpe, formerly servant 
with Mrs. Edge, viz. in 1791, having first seen her' at the 
house ^f Mrs. Clayburn, formerly Sirs. Fanen, another 
sister. Tudor, after his marriage, sometimes slept two or 
three nights at the house of Mrs. Edge, who married Mr. 
Hayward in 1794, and then left the kingdom with him. 
A Mr. Taylor had supported Mrs. Edge till that event 
took place. At that time she understood from Mrs. Edge 
that her sister Maria passed as Lady Berkeley. Mr. 
Tudor was acquainted with Mr. Taylor, and frequently 
dined With Tiim. She never saw Lord Berkeley in De- 
vonshire-street. Cc^nLa]o 
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Did you live as governess in the familv of Lord HexV^isj 
from the ytar 179^^.' — From 1792 till 1799. 

Do you entertain any malice or ill-will towards either 
Lady Berkeley, or any one of the family r — Oh, none upoo 
my oath. 

Do you come here from any otlier motive than to fpeak 
the truth of w liat you know r — From no o\her ; beiug ordered 
hy their Lordlhips. 

Did you communicate to Lady Berkeley, or to any person 
en her behalf, any part of the subject on which you were to 
be examined as a witness: — I did impart to Mr. Bruce, a 
friend of Lady Berkeley's. 

When was it that you commuuicated any thing to Mr. 
Bruce, at what time was it iLat ycu coniiiiunicated any thing 
to Mr. Bruce? — Prior to my seeing Mr. Griihth, the day 
before; I do not recollect the day of the month. 

In what month did you come to be governess in the fa- 
mily r — In August 179-> and quitted it in July 1799^ I think 
the"27th. 

Do you at any time remember hearing, in the year 1793, 
I^dv Berkeley say whether she was mariiea or not to Lord 
Berkeley? — In May 1793 Miss Mary Berkeley was extremely 
ill : Doctor Denmiin was called in, and (»f course prescribed 
for the infant, who was under my immediate care. The me- 
dicine being lahellt-d for ^siiss 'rud^.r, 1 chjccJed to giving it 
to the child without enquirii.g of the nioihcr whether llie 
should have it adiniinstercd or not. On shewing her the 
phiul she said, that not hehig married to Lord, Berkeley, she 
imagined Doctor Denman tiiOught the childien were not 
allowed to take his Lordship's name, or words to that effect ; 
us nearly as I can detail them they are verbatim. 

Do you remember at any time seeing Mr. Tudor at the 
bouse after his return from abroad: — I do. 

Was he at that time married or single?^ — I am not certain 
whether he was married exactly at that time; but Miss 
Tudor told me soon after my being there that he was mar- 
ried, and she was extremely angry with hmi upon the occa- 
sion^ insomuch that I overiiea: d a great deal of convei-sation 
in the room adjoining that in which I was sittmg, aud she 
sent him awav iu a jjreat passion. 
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Berkeley and her brother on the occasion you have described ? 
-Yes. 

Do you remember hearing from Jiady Berkeley in a day 
or two aflervvards, aiiy thing that passed between her and 
Mr. I'ndurr — She brought in a letter into the room where I 
was sitting, and said it came from her brother; she read a 
paragraph from it, in which he said he had done what her 
rogue of quaHty would not dare do, that he had married to 
protect innocence and virtue. 

Did you enquire whether that letter had been shewn to 
Lord Berkeley .^ — I did, and lier answer w as in the artirnia- 
tive. I enquired tlicn what l^ord Berkeley said; and she 
told me he ^aid that he must \\ol notice it, othenvise he 
must fight a duel. 

Do you recollect when the ^liliria was called out in the 
year 1793 ? — They were called out, 1 think, I cannot exactly 
describe the dates, it might be 1 7f)3 or 1794. But the first 
time his Lordship was called out to the Militia Miss Tudor 
M as extremi^ly unhappy, and feared that I^ord Berkeley might 
meet with some one in the country whom he might marry, 
and forget her and her children. 

Did Lady Berkeley express that fear to you? — Li my hear- 
ing, to Lord Berkeley. 

She expressed to Lord Berkeley a fear that he might marry 
some one else? — Yes. 

What did Lord Berkeley say to that? — He bid her dry up 
her tears, and not be foolish. 

Vyheuyou lived there, what part of the year did they usually 
reside at Berkeley Casller — November, December, January, 
and february; and sometimes 1 beheve we may have been 
there in part of March. 

Upon occasion of leaving the Castle to come up to ano- 
ther place of residence, do you remember any particular di- 
rections being given by Miss Tudor upon that subject r — 
From the first year of my residing there up to \1<^(), it was 
^iiss Tndor's express wish that we should never leave any 
thing behind us, (^itliei my.selt" or vav< of t'lie females. 

Did ^liss "^i'-idor give any reason why nothing was to be 
h'ft at the Castle r — i'he reayon she gave me was, that if any 
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For that reason were all the articles belongine^ the famiiv 
removed every time you left the Castle: — Every ihiv.g. 

Do you kiK.w, that whenever ihey leit the Castle, not 
only ihe family, but the ser\ an:s. removed ail tlial belougcd 
to them from the Castle: — Always. 

W as there any other reason for tiiat llran tlie reason you 
have given: — No other: 1 ne\er eiquired any other. 

Do you remember cbout December 1795, or January 
17*^^), your beinn uiAvell and contiiied to your room r — I do. 

Lpnn that occasion, do you remember IjLud Berktlcy and 
Miss Tudor beinp: in an adjf>iuing room: — Hieir bed -room 
jollied mine, and thtv were talking, con\eising veiy loud 
one morning when 1 was in my room, but the subject of diat 
convervdtion I do not Lncw. Lord Berkeley was coming 
ont of ihe room, and Mjss Tudor followed him with these 
words; she excljinicd, ** \\ hy will not you marr\ me, my 
L-ord:" his answer was, " f cannot." She repeated it a se- 
cond time, his answer was the same; a third time, and he 
iHiid, ^' I tell you 1 cannot \et; diy up your tears, and come 
down to dinner." ^liss Tudor wailed a few minutes in the 
passage, and then came into mv room. " ITie con\ ersation 
dropped there. 

How did she appear w hen she came into your room :< — 
Her eyes very much swollen with weeping. 

As nearly as you can recollect, fix the precise time when 
this conversation took place: — 1 cannot exactly say, whether 
it was the latter end of December 1195, or January 179t). 

Can you be sure tliat it was not later than January 1796? 
^-I am certain it was not later. 

Had you irom tliat time, and until the month of May 
in that year l/^K), occasion frequently to observe the appear* 
ance and conduct of Miss Tudor: — She was frequently in 
tears in my Lord's presence, in so nuich, that her hi other 
said, be could not tell where she could find her tears, or 
where ihey came from ; I camiot be particular as lo ih* se 
trifiing words. 

Do you recollect particularly one day before the l6ih of 
May 1796, Miss Tudor going into the Ubiary where Lx^rd 
Berkeley was: — She went into the librarv frequen<\v^ tut she 
^ent particularlv one day when she had been \er\ m\[ all 
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Can you recollect at what time that was t — Perhaps it 
might be the latter end of April, I cannot exactly say. 

At what place was it ? — Spring Gardens. 

From tiiat time, did Miss Tudor appear to be more cheer- 
ful than she had been before? — Much more so. 

Do you remember any day in the month of May 1796, 
Lady Berkeley's going out of h( r house in Spring Gardens 
for any purpose to buy furnitur ? — Two mornings she went 
out, saying she went for the express purpose of buying fur- 
niture for Little Hampton House. 

Did you observe any thing that passed upon her return that 
enabled you to know for \\iiiit purpose she had gone out? — 
Nothing more than my observations, that she appeared more 
cheerful. 1 couid not ascertain the exact day they were 
married. 

Do you remember the family going to Cranford ? — AVe 
went the following week that she had been pretending to go 
out to buy furniture. It v/as usual for the sempstress to 
mend die children's clothes prior to their going to the laun- 
dry ; on going into the work-room where the servant was at 
work, 1 found her ecjployed in taking out the* letter T. in 
Lady Berkeley's clothes^ and introducing the letter B. with a 
coronet. 

Upon that occasion, arid from that time, by what name did 
you address her? — l^ady Berkeley. 

By what name had you been in the habit of calling her 
before that time ? — Miss Tudor. Lady Berkeley wished me 
not to call her Lady Berkeley for some time to come ; but I 
th(jught it nece^isary to call her so, and likewise the rest of 
ihe house. 

Were you acquainted with Mr. Tudor.'* — ^Yes; he used 
to visit at the house at Cranford, and in town. 

Do you recolitct any enquiries made at any time by Mr. 
Tudor respecting Berkeley ? — Oh, frequently. 

At what time was it he made those enquiries f — Even down 
(o the montli of October, when 'iliomas Moreton was boru* 

In what year was that? — In 1796. 

What were the enquiries Mr. Tudor made respecting 
Berkeley; what did lie enquire about? — He wished t(e 
Jknow what soit of a place Berkeley was; what sort of a 
tjwu the tov>n was: what sort of a plate tht^ Castle wasjC 
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td tire, and told him he had better come and see it. I en- 
quired of him at the same lime if he ever had been there, and 
he said no, but be misht come soon. 

Are you sure, that among the enquiries he made, the Church 
was one of the objects of his enquines? — It was. ' 

When he >aid he bad not been there, where was it he said 
be had not been before? — Not to Berkeley. 

Did you collect from him whether he had ever been in the 
Church or not:— Hie first time he came down was by mj 
w riling to him, when Lady Berkeley was very ill. 

What time was tli^t: — ^That was, 1 believe, the beginning 
of the year 1797. 

Was it after the birth of Moretonr — It was, as neariy as 
I can charge my memory, it was the beginning of 1797. 

Lady Berkeley was then very ill ? — she was. 

UjxMi that occasion you desired ^Ir. Tudor to come 
down : — I did ; she expresseil a wish to sec him before she 
died. 

Where was she then: — At Berkeley Casde. 

Did Mr. Tudor, ia consequence of that appUcalion, eome 
down to Berkeley Castle: — He did. 

Relate what happened after he came down to Berkeley Castle, 
in the beginnin;^ of 1797? — It was on a Saturday; the pre- 
cise day of the month I cannot express; I cannot recollect it; 
after being in the Casde some little time, and seeing his sister, 
he wished me to show him the Cliurch; I did; I think Mr. 
Carrin^on was one of the party; the three sons. Master 
Berkeley, Master Frederick, and Master Augustus. When 
in the Church I ob^ened him looking about very much, 
which convinced me that he had not been there bet'ore ; upon 
wl.ich I put the question, ^^ Have you ever been here, Mr. 
Tucior,^ and his answer was, " No." 

Do you remember the next day ui the breakfast -^auour 
before dinner, Mr. Tudor being there: — 1 do. 

Was any question put to him by any body, andii so,^^^'^^^ 
was it: — They were very happy to see liiiu, and etvc>^^^ 
he had e\er been there before ; his answ er was, *' ^ ^^V^n^^w 

Who was it that expre^j^ed thai": —There were ^*^^' *^^^\^vvxx^t 
rlemeu^ and I think I can take upon me to say , Doc^^*^^^ ^^^^^^^ 
was one. ^unday ^xas a pubVic day theve, an<^*_^^^\^ v.\v:> 
strangers com ill**- ar fh of fr^rr.^ T /^onnot a5:revlaio t'^*^ Ao^uat 
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Do you remember in the year 1799> early in that year, 
Mr. Tudor coming to the Castle? — Yes; 

In M'hat month was it? — It was in February I think, the 
17th of February I believe; I have a memorandum of that 
in my pocket. 

The witness referred to a memorandum. 

(Q. hif Mr. Serjeant Best.) When did you make that 
memorandum? — At the time. " On the 17th of February 
1799* Mr. Tudor came down to B. C. meaning Berkeley 
Castle. On the 24th of the same month we all came to town 
from Cranford, having left B. C. on the 19th" It was a 
slight memorandum I made. I left Berkeley Castle with the 
children on the 19th, they followed me the day after; 1 slept 
a night on the road, which made it the 20th I think that 1 
arrived at Cranford ; they followed and came to Cranford on 
the 20lh. " C. C.*' that is Mr. Carrington, '^ was sent back 
the following week.'* I never expected this paper would 
come to light, but found it among some papers the other 
day ; it is very badly written. 

Do you reccJk'ct w hat passed on Simday the 1 7th, after 
Mr. Tudor's arrival ? — They were shut up in a centre room ; 
Lord and Lady Berkeley and Mr. Tudor, for I suppose 
about au hour or an hour and a half. 

Were there any particular measures taken to prevent in* 
terruptions, or any body hearing or .seeing what they were 
about?— The outer doors were locked, a precaution I had 
rtever seen used before while 1 was in the house^ and an extra 
blind was put to the window to prevent any body lookir^g 
over from the other side of the Castle ; I cannot tell what 
they were doing. 

Had you ever observed that circumstance before, of a 
blind being put to prevent persons overlooking from the 
opposite side ? — 1 do not recollect that I had. 

Do you recollect when the investigation was going for- 
ward in the year 1799, in this house? — Yes, I do. 

Do you remember any expression used by Lady Berkeley 
during that period ? — To use her Ladyship's own express 
.«iion, she said she would raise Heaven and Hell to gam 
her point. ^ j 
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Are you sure that you beard her use that expression ? — 
I am sure. 

Did you observe at this time the appearauce of Mr. Tudor, 
during the time this investigation was going forward? — He 
was very much agitated indeed, insomuch that he used to 
come to my room, and as many witnesses were backward^ 
and forwards wine and refreshments were placed for them 
in my sitting room, to ask for a glass of wine. I enquired if 
he was upon a just cause, why he felt so agitated ; he said 
he felt it more particularly on account of hii» sister, and that 
he feared their Lordships would be offended with him for 
taking another name. 

You spoke of his commg for refreshments, was it in the 
morning that he came to you for wine and i-efreshment f— 
Before he came to this house. 

Was it before or after his dinner ? — Before his dinner. 
Had he ever been used to do that upon any other occa- 
sion ? — No, never. ^ • 

From the time that you entered into the employment in 
Lady Berkeley's family down to the month of May 1796, in 
vvhav way and upon what footing did Lady Berkeley appear 
to be with Lord Berkeley?) — She lived with him, I always 
understood, as his mistress. ) 

Did the ladies of the neighbourhood visit in the family t 

during tiie time 30U were there? — In London and at Craa- 
t'ord a Mrs. Bell used when I first went. 

V\'as there likewise a Mrs. Black r — Mrs. Black at BevVe- 
lev Castle, and Mrs. Heur\ Jenuer. There were also, soua©^ 
time after 1 had been there. Major Austin s daughter^ ^^^ 
to visit. ^^^^ 

Were they natural daughters of Major Ausliu?— Ye^^ 
were. %^^ ^ 

With the exception of those persons ^as there a»y ^^^' ^^"^ 
distiQction at the places where they were, ^^>Uo Visited >^ ^^x 

^^JZ^ ""' not any. ^ <^ 

vf « ^^- Hupsman visit before the ^e^^* ^7QQ^^^(^^ ^ ^ 
Eu^:i ci/uot v«u till th^ Y?ar ^1 ' ^l -? ,79s; ^ ^^^\ 
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son, before I went there, and two daughters while I resided 
there. 

Was the eldest son ever called Lord Dursley by any body 
prior to the Year 1 7gb ? — Oh, never. 

Who was the youngest son in the year 1 796 ? — Henry. 

Who was the youngest son in the year 1799 — April 1799? 
—Thomas Moreton ; he was two years and nine months old 
when I left, I believe. 

There was no other son born subsequent to him in April 
1709; no other son had been born in the interval between 
1796 and 1799?— No. 

Have you seen Mr. Tudor lately ? — I have not seen him, 
he has called several times, but I have not seen him. , 

Where is it that he has been calling upon you ? — In Char- 
lotte Street, Fitzroy Square ; he had not a card he said, he 
left his name. 

You have not seen him lately ? — I have not seen any of the 
family to converse with thani since I left them, that is almost 
"eleven years ago. 

On her cross-examination being asked, have you never 
threatened Lady Berkeley ? — She answered no^ never, no 
further than \\hen I left tliem, 1 had suffered so much during 
the last investigation, I resolved to quit the family ; 1 wrote 
her then to say, I would quit, and that 1 could be a Friend or 
otherwise ; words to that effect, 1 wrote to I^ady Berkeley 
certainly ; but it was merely to get out of the house, if that 
is called revenge. 

Did not you tell Lady Berkeley you would be her greatest 
enemy? — Oh, never; Lady Berkeley cannot say it, for I 
never did. 

Afterwards the following paper was shewn to the witness, 
and she was asked. 

Is not the whole of this letter your hand-writing ? — Yes, 
the whole of this is uihic. 

The same was read as follows : 

'' Saturday, July 20th, 1799 
*^ Mrs. Price feels Iicrsvlf treated so unlike a gentlewoman 
in every respect in l^ord BvMkcley's family, that she begs leave 
to cnv slip wmhps to hp no Irinof^r pnofntrpH fhpmin : thous^h^ 
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Tlien the otter receipt which had been produced b^ the 
Xvitness was read as follows : 

'' Cranford, July 2Gd, 1799- Kec^ of the Earfof 
Berkeley the sum of seven pounds seven shillings, in full 
of all demands/' 

'' M. J. PRICE." 

They must have made a great mistake in the sum ; I re- 
ceived a much larger sum than that. I did not read it when 
I signed it. She was in a very great passion ; and there- 
fore I suppose it was written in a very great hurry. 

In whose hand-writing is the body of that receipt?— I ra- 
ther think it looks something like my Lords, and 1 rather 
think it is his. My Lord was present when I signed it. The 
date of that receipt is within a Sew days of the time I men- 
tioned. 

Do you recollect the sending that letter which has been 
read r — Yes, I do. 

Xot withstanding you had sent that letter, did not Lady 
Berkeley discharge you? — It was my own discharge. 1 
discharged myself by that letter. It was my request to go. 
It was before I left the house of course. 

Did not Lady Berkeley insist upon your going, after that 
letter ? — There was no necessity for insisting, because it was 
my owTi wish. 

Did not she refuse to give you a character afterwards . 
— Yes. 

Did she not tell you that she would send that letter to aB^^ 
person who applied for your character ? — ^That 1 wi^^^^ ^ 
I had no occasion to seek for anv other. ^\ol 

Did not Lady Berkeley tell you so r-^-Yes, 1 had nO ^^ 
objection to its being sent any where. '^<tr^'^'^ 

You have said, that you remember Mr. ChapeaU ^^ • ,^^ 

the house ."^1 do. ^ ^^ ^^ vTn 

nff^^ ^a"" '•^^^"^^r Ae circumstance of ^£j. q peai^ ^ ^^vVe 

tTt A ""l ^^^^^»^^^g that parsed there ^_UeUe^^ ^ ^ 

but L>rd Berkeley and Mr/cbapeau U,^^^^ ,.ci ^ ^^^ 
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he was sitting at the fire-side on the left hand of my T^rd ; 
my Lord used the epithet as they were very jocular of cal^ 
hng him Old Fusius/awd Mr. Chapeau was in a passion. 

Do you recollect Lord Berkeley, or any one in his pre- 
sence, calling him any thing else which offended him ? — No, 
I do not. 

The word Chapeau ? — I do not recollect it. 
Are you sure he did not ? — I do not recollect any such ex- 
pression. 

Jack Ass you may recollect perhaps ?— No, I do not, 
indeed. 

Do you recollect that Mr. Chapeau was very angry ? — • 
Yes. 

Did he not go away immediately ? — But he retunied the 
next day. 

At dinner-time ? — No, I think it was evening ; they lived 
very near. 

What offence had'Lady Berkeley given you before you 
wrote that letter ? — None in particular. 

Did you ever make application to Lady Berkeley to give 
you a character for the situation of a governess since you left ? 
— Yes, 1 have since. 

What answer did you receive ? — That she would send my 
letter that I gave her notice to quit with to any person who ap- 
plied to her. 

Then you consider that Lady Berkeley has prevented your 
obtaining that situation in consequence of having refused ta 
give you a character ? — No ; that would not have prevented my 
getting the situation, because I had sufficient friends to give 
nie a character; but I had no occasion to go any more 
out. 

How do you account for having heard the eldest son cal- 
led Lord Dursley in 1 798, if that is the case ? — She was 
called Lady Berkeley from 1796, therefore in 1798^ conse- 
quently I do not know the time they were married, whether 
it was May or when it was, only my own conjecture that led 
me to suppose they had been recently married ; then I did 
not know it for a certainty, but it was no wonder he should 
be called l^rd Dursley after that. 

Which son was called Lord Dursley in 1798 ? — ^The same;, 
the eldest son. ^ , 

How old was he at that time? — I thinkotee^tai-iC^fiiglC 
fourteenth year. 
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marriage till 1 799^ when you had heard the eldest son at the 
age of fourteen called Lord Dursley in 1798? — I did not 
know what tinje diey^were married ; it was not for me to en- 
quire. 1 could not tell even what church they were married 
at. 1 never knew of any other marriage than that 1 have just 
stated, in the year 179^^; but then I could not ascertain 
when that marriage had taken place, it might have been years 
back as far as I knew at that time ; it \\as not till the investi- 
gation I knew that two marriages had taken place. 

But you know tliat the eldest son was called Lord Durs- 
ley in 1798 ?— Yes. 

He was then 1 4 years old ? — Yes. 

A marriage in 1796 could have no influence upon his 
title ? — As far as I knew then they might have been married 
before that child was bom. 

You are understood to say that it was in ilay 179^ that 
Lady Berkeley told you she had carried her point ? — la 
April 1 79^, 1 think it was. 

Previously to that time you Jiad observed her frequently in 
tears, and that her situation was very distressing ? — \ es. 

And therefore you had not imagined she was married be- 
fore that time r — No, 1 had not. 

You are apprehended to have tised the date of the mar- 
riaixe with which you are acquainted, to be in 1796: — les. 

Then in 1798 you could not have imagined that marriage 
had taken place prior to 1790 ?— Lady Berkeley msisted 
upon it, that the present young Lotd should lake t\\e title 
of Dursley ; it was much against his Lordbliip s incVmation 
that he should do it. , 

Could you have believed that any marriage \\adtaVe ^ ^^ 
prior to 1796:— Not at thai time cena\u\y. ^ ^^\^a. 

But at that time you heard the preseut cUW^^ 
Lord Dursley? — Yes I -o« '^'^^* 

Did that suggest no idea to voor to\^^ ""llcSV^^ °^ 
nage^-.No u d,d not, from circui^^^^^'^^^^^ ^^' ^,^.sV^ 

Howdidyou account f i- ..^irt^- caX'^*=*^ av^J -^^ 

at that timeV-Becan (°'' ^'' ^ i_ Iwn' "^^^^^"^^^X^ 
.%n his name. He f ^ Lady Heri^"^/-^^ ^ .vovev^.^ 

^ould sign his uaa.1 i V^> ^erkelf J' .^",.^.d vv»jVe^^ X^^^^, 
Filar -Berie/ev. Sl,^ '- f^/d Rerkel*^,>^ •,^. feVto_^^a -^ ^ 
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This was in Tendon? — In Spring Gardens in 1798.' 
Are you sure it was not 1797 r— I do not think it was, but 
I cannot fix dates. 

At that time he was desired by bis mother to sign the 
name of Dursley ?-^Yes. 

Was any reason assigned for that ? — They had been to the 
Theatre the night before and sat the next box to the Mar- 
chioness of Salisbury. Her Ladyship dropped a trinket from 
her watch ; this young man saw it, and after they had left the 
box he got over and picked it up and brought it home, and 
was to stnd it back the next morning, in consequence of 
which he was to write a note, and that was the purport of the 
note. 

Was any, and what reason, given for his taking at that 
ti:ne, for the first time, the title of Dursley i* — His mother 
said it was necessary he should take the title of Dursley. I 
do not know any particiJar reason any more than that, that he 
was to sign Jiis name to this note, and it was necessary, she 
thought he should take the title of Dursley. 

Did you know the late Mr. Hupsman ? — Yes ; he used to 
visit at the Castle at the time I first went there. 

Do you remember w hen he died ? — I recollect his death, 
but not the date. 

Can you recollect whether this transaction of the note 
being to be written, either in the name of P'itz Berkeley or 
Lord Dursley, happened previous to the death of !Mr. Hups- 
man, or sub'^equent ? — After; as far as that I can recollect.. 

Do you rtcoliect any quarrel having taken place between 
Lady Berkeley and Mr. Cliapeau? — Never, I do not recoK 
lect any particular quarrel between them; there might, but 
1 am not certahi of it. 

Do you recoil ct any quarrel between Lord Berkeley 
and Mr. Cliapeau ? — Yes ; they quarrelled sometimes. 

Do you recollect any particular quarrel? — No; nothing 
further than what I have stated. 

Did you know Capt. Cracraft? — Yes; he was my Lord's 
cousin. 

Did you ever hear of any quarrel between Capt. Cra- 
craft and Mr. Chapeau? — No; I never did. 

You are positive of that? — Yes. C^r\r\n]o 

Were the ascendencv and controul in fflS^'^fafiih^HVdU^ 
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Can you state at what time Mr. Hupsman died? — ^T do 
not know whether it was 1797 or 179i>; oue of those date* 
I tliinL. 

Can you state at w hat time this letter was written to Lady 
Salibbury ? — 1 believe it was m i 797 or 1 793 ; but it was 
after Mr. Hupsmau*s death. 

When you cannot htate the date of ^Ir. Hupsniau's 
death, nor the date of that note; how do vou know \\helher 
]Mr. Hupsman's death preceded that noier — From circum- 
stances; because Mr. Clarke, the house-steward, was sent 
down by Lady Berkeley's orders to Hare- Hatch, where he 
had hved, to a,^erlain his death, and 1 said, *' Why do you 
feud the man so fai to enquue at.er his dtaih ; wliat does it 
concern you :" She said, *^ If he should nut be dead, or 
should come to life again, there would be dreadUil work;** 
or, ** sad things ;" or words to that eti'ect. 

How does the recolKction of this circumstance, being 
Ignorant of the date of \>riting of the note, and the date of 
Jvlr. Hupsman's death, euabie }ou to itate that Mr. Hups- 
man died previous to the writing of the letter? — Because he 
^ as never called Dursley till that ; till after he Mas dead; 
lliat makes the circumstance stronger in my recollection. 

And there is no other circumstance but his being called 
Loj-d Dursloy, and your rece)hecting that Liidy Berkelev 
<cnt down this n^essenTcr, which enables you to say that 
Mr. Hupsman ched betore the writing that letter to Lady 
Salisbury ^ — Yes ; I am certain of that. 

lliose are the only circumstances ? — Yes; at present tliat 
I recollect. 

Upon your oath, is any of the evidence you have given to- 
dav, given w ith any malevolent feeling towards Lady Berkeley 
or any of tlie family r — Xo ; all 1 ha\e said is drawn from me; 
I wished not to appear here. 

You were acquainted with Capt. Cracraft ? — ^1 knew \a\\x^» 
as I did the rest uf the gentlemen, coming to tlie Casile ^ ^>^^ 
he was my Lord s coumh. 

You never had any quarrel with Capt. Cracrah, nof^ ^^ 
one of the family r — 1 had no quarrel', i tad uo\.U^^^-=* 
quarrel about. 

DANIEL WILLEY, Esq. was again cail©*ia^^Sl)0^e 
mined as follows : ^^-^ ^ V> 
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The witness produced the book. 

Is that the book to which you referred on your former ex- 
amination ? — Yes it is. 

Have the goodness to refer to the entry, and read it to 
their Lordships : — Fii'teenth of January sold Mr. Farren five 
cows, 25 1. 4 . 

What year?— 1784. 

Is there any other entry in that book relative to that trans- 
action ? 

Several were produced. 

There is no subsequent entry in the book on that subject? 
— No ; there is not. 

( Bt/ a Lord.) Are you sure the militia was out in May, 
1785^ — To the best of my recollection they were out m 
May, 178.5. 

Are you not able positively to state whether tliey were or 
were not? — 1 think they were part of the time, but not the 
whole. 

Have you any memorandum upon that subject in this 
book? — No, I have not. I was chosen Coroner for the 
County in the beginning of 17^4, and I never joined the 
regiment afterwards. 'Ihis is a pocket-book of 1784. 

Are you sure that the first time you went to remonstrate 
with Mrs. Farren about not receiving your money, was after 
the cessation of tho.se payments r — I am not sure ; it might 
be between the January and the March. 

Was the money brought to you.^ — It was brought to 
me. 

Are you positively sure that it was after the cessation of 
these weekly payments, that Lord Berkeley desired you to 
introduce him to Mary Cole ? — O, yes, it was after, when 
I came into the Southgate-street with Lord Berkeley, that 
was the latter part of May, or about the middle of May, 
1785. ' 

Are you positively sure it was after that October >\henyou 
received the last guinea ? — O, yes, certainly. 

The witness was informed he might return to Glou- 
cester. 

Proposed to adjourn this Committee to W^edm;sday next 

at ten of the clock. Digitized by C^OO^lC 

Accordinelv. adiourned to Wednesdav npvt nt ten of the 
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Mary Price being again called in was examined as follows :- 
Yon say that you travelled up to town in February 1797 
M iih the children ? — Yes. 

Did you write any account to Lady Berkeley of the cliil- 
dren f — Yes ; always if she staid behind me : she has staid 
perhaps a week after me at the Castle, and I at Cranford, but 
that never happened above twice ; we corresponded, and I 
always addressed her as Mi s Tudor. 

The Counsel were called in. 

Then WILLIAM HILL was again called in; and pro- 
ducing a book, was examined as follows : 

What is that book you have in your hand ? — A common 
ledger, in which 1 eutered my accoantj generally once a 
week. 

Is it the book you made use of in the year 17 So ? — It is. 

Turn to that part which enables you to state at what pe- 
riod Farren lived as your neighbour in Southgule-street. 

The witness turned to the entry. 

How does it appear by that book, he was your neighbour 
at that time i' — From an entry I made here which Mas never 
discharged^ IS June, 17S3, that is the last account I have. 

Is there not one of the 5th and 7 th : — Yes ; '* oth and 
7th of June 17B3, Mr. Green and Mr. Farren^ bi-andy and 
Hollands, Is. 5d. Breakfast Is. 4d.'' that was for both. 
'' Milk punch, 6d." 

Are vou sure that Jlr. Farren was then in Southgate- 
streetf — Yes. ^' On the 18th of June, dinner Is. cyder lOd. 
brandy 3d." 

^At those dates lie was your neighbour in South gate-street? 
— Yes. 

Cross-examined. 

I^w comes this entry of 17S5 to be under 1784^ — 
Wherever there was a vacant place 1 entered t\\eiB, ^^^ 
put them into the index ; 1 did riot put them in re^^^-^"^ 
order, ^ _^^ 

At the lop of the page it appears to be under 173-^ ' 
Yes. 

William Hill and Wiiiiam Griffith being: called on ^^— ^'^ 
tive to the register o( Farren s children, tl.e Solicitor ^ ^ ^ ^4, 
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That he had another witness of the name of Thompson id 
produce, whom he should have examined immediately, but 
tuifortfuiately she did not arrive time enough to be sworn 
on a prior day. There was, besides, one other wimtss 
whose name their Lordships perhaps would dispense with 
the necessity of his mentioning now, ^hose tcstnnony, as 
be was informed, was exceedingly material indeed, but who 
in fact, was not yet arrived. lUit if his evidence should be 
such as it was stated to him to he, he certainly was a witness 
of very great importance ; and except the witnesses he had 
now mentioned he was not av^are of any other evidence he 
had to offer in su})port of the case of the parties whom he 
represented. 

Mr. Serjeant Best and Sir Samuel Romilly submitted to 
the Committee that they ought not to be called upon to 
proceed in their evidence in reply, till the Solicitor Ge- 
neral had closed his cuse, and were heard to state their 
reasons. 

The Counsel were again called in, and informed by the 
Lord Walsingliam, that it was the ophiion of the Committee 
that the SoHcitor General have leave to reserve the exami- 
nation of the witnesses he had mentioned for the present; 
and that the Couusel for the claimant should now proceed 
with their evidence in reply. 

DANIEL jVIARKI.OVE being called in, was asked by 
Sir Samuel itomilly — Had yon seen Lord Berkeley, before 
the year 1790, in company with Lady Berkeley r — Oh, yes, 
many times. 

Have you heard any thing said by Lord Berkeley in allu- 
fion to any marriage ■ — For many years I have had the ho- 
nour of playing at cards with the late Lord Berkeley and the 
present Countess, during the winter season, and in the course 
of conversation my Lord observed, talking of something that 
happened prior to that time, '^ that uas before you and I 
W'ere married, Mary," and calling her his wife. Lady 
Berkeley has made also the same observation, ^' before you 
and I were married. Peer;" this happened at different 
periods. 
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Did those observations strike you at the time they were 
made? — ^They struck me very forcibly; I went home and 
made an observation to my mother. 

Why did they strike you ? — She being called at that time 
Miss Tudor, and it not being kno\^ii she Mas married to my 
Lord. 

Have you mentioned it to other persons besides your mo- 
ther ? — I dare say I have, I am not quite sure that I have 
mentioned it to other people, but it is probable I might have 
done. 

Do you remember the present claimant, the eldest son of 
Iy)rd Berkeley, being ill at any time? — V^er}' well. 

How old raiiiht he be at that time r — I suppose two or three 
years old ; he had a scarlet fe\cvj and verj' bad sore throat. 
I»rd Berkeley was under great apprehension he would not 
recover ; he and 1 were sitting alone in the breakfast room. 
He said, *^ Marklove, I am afraid Fitz or the boy will die ; 
if he does, I shall immediately quit the castle." 

Did yoii know Mr. Hupsman ? — Very well. 

In what situation was Mr. Hupsman in Lord Berkeley's 
fjamily r — He was his chaplain ; domestic chaplain ; he used 
to dine very often at my Lord s table, and I have dined there 
with him. 

Do you remember at what time he was hjs domestic chap* 
lain r — I cannot speak to it, but during many years he was. 

Was he for some years prior to 1796^ — Oh, yes, many 
years. 

Did you use to attend the church at Berkeley ? — Latterly 
I have been very punctual and regular, but when I was about 
twenty years younger, I was not so constant. 

Did you ever hear Mr. Hupsman perform the service 
there ?— Many times. 

Do you remember the manner in which banns used to be 
pubhshed there? — Mr. Hupsman at times would read xerj 
deliberate indeed, and with a very audible voice ; at ^^^^^^ 
time he would hurry it over; in short, 1 have lefttVxe S ^^^ 
without knowing whose banns were pubVislied •, and ^ 
stsked other persons, and they could not tell ixie. %2>^^ 

Were the congregation ^ways very attentive w\\etv 
were published ? — I cannot speak to tliat. ^^^,S^t%\ 

The banns are published after tlie second lesson r ^^^^^ \ 

and then with the hurry and bustle of people gettitig^^^^ y^^^ 

think if- vprv nafiirnl fo oii«^»%.rw.A »«^«^«ii nprsOIlS COuld 1^ 
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As soon as the second lesson is over when no banns iverd 
published, the congregation rose ? — Yes. 

Did it often happen that there were no banns published at 
Berkeley ?— Very often. 

Do you recollect any particular expressions used by Lord 
Berkeley at the time of his child being so ill ? — Yes ; he said 
he should immediately quit the castle if the child did other- 
wise than well ; that he could not bear the castle. 

Do you recollect any other expressions ? — No^ I do not ; 
we were alone in the breakfast room. 

Dp you recollect other persons who were in company 
with you when you were at cards, and the expressions were 
used which you have stated? — No, I do not. 1 used to be 
there two or three nights in the week playing at cards. 
Nobody used to be there more than myself. We used to 
have many joining in a rubber. 

Do you remember whether these declarations were made 
in the presence of several persons ? — I cannot state ; it is so 
many years ago. 

Are you perfectly certain as to the expressions ? — Cou-t 
fideat. 

Cross-examined by Mr. Solicitor General. 

When were you first asked any questions upon this subject 
upon which you have now been examined ? — I have been 
asked this a great many years ago ; twelve years ago, and 
more too, I suppose ; when Lord Berkeley had an enquiry 
here. 

In the year 1799? — Yes, I suppose it might be then; I 
gave my evidence at the Court of Chancery. 

As far back as the year 1801 you related the same as you 
now related ? — Nearly. 

Did you relate the same again when the present enquiry 
began ? — Yes, exactly, as nearly as I can recollect. 

To whom did you relate it before the present enquiry 
begai^r — To Lord Berkeley's solicitor^ Mr. Forster, X 
think. 

You told Mr. Forster, before this enquiry began, the same 
you have told now ? — To the best of my knowledge, the 
same. I 

When were you sworn f — I was sworn here in MarchPS^^ 

At what time in March ?— The besjinnins: of March. 
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House ?— I Was amongst th^ first. I was sworn at the time 
l>octor Jefiner and Doctor Parry were sworn. 

And were you in the way then ? — Yes ; I was in the House^ 
and staid here some time. 

At the time Doctor Jenner and Doctor Parry were ex- 
amined you were ready tb be called? — ^Ycs. 

And they were fully apprized of the evidence you could 
give ? — Mr. Forster was. 

Have you been in town ever since ?-^No, I have not. 

When were you sent for again ? — I was not sent for now. 
I came up on my own business. 

When ?— I arrived last Sunday evening. 

You were not desired to come up ? — No, I was not par- 
ticularly requested. 

When were you applied to, to come here and be a wit- 
ness r — It was the latter end of Februar}'. 

The first time you were applied to, to be a witness, was 
the latter end of February ; when were you last applied to ? — 
This last time I came up as a volunteer ; I came to town on 
business ; and if I could render the family any service, I was 
ready to do it, by relating what 1 had to say. 

Did you offer your services to Lady Berkeley ? — I do not 
know that I offered, I told her Ladyship what I had to say, 
which I should be very ready to say before the House. 

When did you say that ?— I do not recollect whether it was 
Monday or Tuesday. 

Last Monday or Tuesday ? — Yes. 

Before that you had no intimation you were to be called 
as a witness ? — Mr. Bloxsome was in the country, and he took 
the deposition as I have stated now, and he told me probably 
I should be called upon again ; I told him I was conung to 
town on my own business on Sunday, and should be leady 
if they wished it. 

Have you seen Lady Berkeley since that time? — ^«»> ^^ 
Sunday evening. . 

Did you offer your services ? — ^I told her as 1 was ^. ^^^^ 
I should be happy to say to the House what 1 couV^ *» 
w as just and right. ^^^^ o^ 

Had you any talk with her aboi\t it ; any ^9^"^^^ ^, te^^^ 
the subject?— Very little, any more than I said 1 ^ qqIc 
to say any thinff I had to sav. in the House of l^rd^r^^^jA^ 
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How long before 1796 was it that this conversation at 
cards took place ? — T suppose I have played at cards with th6 
late Lord upwards of thirty years ; and with the late Lord 
and the present Countess upwards of twenty. 

When did this conversation respecting the marriage take 
place? — It was prior to 1796. 

How long prior ? — I do not confine myself to one, two^ 
or three years ; but many years at different times. 

When was the first time ? — I cannot say exactly, such a 
number of years ago. 

State when any conversation about a marriage passed 
prior to 1796? — Some years, but I cannot state the very 
year. 

Was it ten years before ? — It might be four or five years 
, before. 

And the same conversation has passed repeatedly ? — Yes, 
it has. 

They were always talking about the marriage when they 
were playing at cards ? — Not always, now and then. 

Whenever they were playing at cards they were referring 
to this marriage ? — No, that is not the case ; I may have 
heard it once, twice, or thrice, during the winter, and then not 
again till the next winter . 

And then the next winter again ? — It would destroy the 
pleasure of a good rubber at whist ; it came occasionally ; we 
always played in good humour. 

How many years do you suppose this conversation has 
taken place when you have been playing at whist? — I cannot 
say how many, but a good many years. 

Do you thhik five or six times in five or six years ?— -Four 
or five years mentioned once, twice, or three times ; but I 
cannot speak to the number of times. 

Two or three times in every year? — At two or three 
periods that has been mentioned by Lord and Lady 
Berkeley. 

Two or three times every year ? — I do not say every year> 
but this observation has been made two or three times. 

At Berkeley Castle ? — Yes. 

This created a general report of the maniage at Berkeley, 
I suppose ? — I cannot say that it did, because Lady B^ri^ey^i 
was called Miss Tudor. °'^' '^ ^ ^^ ^ 

Ynn marlf* nn aprrnf nf it of roiirsp. if linvinor hppn mpn- 
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How came you to mention it to your mother ? — Because 
she was the most confidential person I could state it to. 

This was a confidential communication^ then? — I did 
not consider it proper to go and mention what passed at the 
castle. 

Was there any ohUgation of secrecy ? — I should not think 
k was behaving, like a gendeman. 

Did you consider this as a secret imposed ? — At that time . 
it was a secret certainly. 

Did Lord and Lady Berkeley tell it you as a secret ? — No ; 
but it was not then known that they were married. 

Therefore they were telling it to you without enjoining se- 
crecy upon you when they jvanted it to be kept secret ?— 
Thsit observation, perhaps, Mid not apply exacdy ; they did 
Bot tell me they were married, only spoke to one another in 
the way I have stated. 

They did not desire you to mind to keep secret what was 
said ? — No, certainly not ; but I did not think it would be 
becoming in me to utter every thing that was said at the 
casde. 

But it was natural for you to repeat in conversation what 
was not communicated as a secret ? — ^I did not like to make 
every body as wise as myself. 

Who was the fourth person who was playing at cards %vitli 
you ? — I cannot say ; we had different persons to make up a 
rubber. 

Can you name any one person present at any one of those 
times, when diuiug the several years that you were pVaying at 
cards, which you say was perhaps two or three times \wa >|ear 
in successive years, you remember distmctly tiiat couvetsatvou 
has passed ? — I do remember it. e\it^.— ^ 

Can you not name any one person 'W^o >Nas pt:es 
cannot. ^ cx^e^ ^^ 



Was there aiiy ^j:, ^^^^e^vt^- ^^^^ ^^ ^r^^o^^\ 

Jkxiow the number o^ ' P^''^^ *^^ l^et^^^ ^^^ ..^\^^^^^ ^ 



Were there several persons nr^sexit^— ^ <^^^^''?' vT^t , ^^^ 
Aat; if there wa,s not^norh^a °.uVe xxp ^.v^^^^...^-^ 
Berkeley used to send for mrJ^oTr^e oue e\..^ V 
ottener tian any one. ^^ '''' . ^ ^^ ^C7^ ^^^ ^^. 



iivthe presence ^f^^^^^% ba^ \^^ert V^'T''':,^^ 

know how man V ,> ,..^^'^> six, or J^^ ,. tior %vViow _^^a^ ' 
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Was it ever said before as many as five ? — 'I cannot say. 

Four?— That I cannot speak to. As many as fpur k 
must be ; for there must be four to make up a rubber. 

Was it ever mentioned before any body except the four 
persons who were playing at whist r — 1 cannot say. 

Will you swear it was or was not r — I will not swear either 
way, that it was or was not. We had enough to make up a 
rubber^ and that was all 1 cared for. 

When was the first time that you began going to church ?— 
I cannot speak to that. I was born at Berkeley. 

How soon did you take to going to church ?^-That I can- 
not say; I suppose when I was a good little boy. 

The first twenty years you did not attend the church, you ^ 
said ? — Not regularly. 

When was it you pretty regularly attended upon the 
church ? — When 1 got a little older, I thought it was time to 
mend, and to go to church, and to pray for my sins and 
iniquities. 

When did you take up this good resolution ? — 1 cannot 
speak to the year. I have been pretty constant for some years. 

Was it previous to ]79(y ^ — No, I think not. 

Subsequent to 1796? — Yes. 

How long subsequent to 179^? — I was in the habit of 
going to church, not at all times, perhaps one Sunday in two 
or three, or sometimes 1 missed a Sunday. 

How often have you ever heard Mr. Hupsman perform the 
service ? — A jnrreat number of tunes. 

How often have you heard him proclaim the banns of mar- 
riage ? — Many times. 

How often ? — I cannot say how often. 

Can you i-unc any one instance in which the banns were 
proclaimed by him, and you did not know who it was, but in- 
quired of others ? — Yes, I have done it. I cannnot the name 
tke particular person I have spoken to, but I have come out 
and asked some of the congregation, who were asked in 
church, and they could not inform me. 

Wlien was that r — I cannot tell ; it was when Mr. Hups^ 
man did the duty. 

How many years ago ? — I cannot tell. 

Was it twenty years ago ? — I cannot say ; and I da> no . 
know exactly when Mr. Hupsman quitted Berkeley. vjOOglC 

Was it twenty years a2:o that vou heard banns of marriasre 
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Was it fifteen years ago i — I caniiat tell. 

W'a? it ten years ago I — 1 cannot ttli. 

Was it thirty years a^o : — I would tell you if I could, but 
I cannot teil you indeed when it was. 

Have you uo recollt :fion of the period, nor whose banns 
they were r— I have not the least knowledge in the world ; 
but I certainly was there, when I could not understand who 
was asked in church ; and other people have been in the 
same situation. 

And when that was the case, you made enquiries whose 
banns were published ? — It is natural to ask in such a c^se. 

Re-examined. 

Did you, in jour original examination, say that Lord 
Berkeley had told you he was married, or tliat he said, re- 
ferring to a prior event, that was before he was married :— * 
^^ That was before you and I were married, Mary." 

You do not mean to say he told you that he was mar- 
jried r— No, certainly not. 

You saw Lady Berkeley last Suqday ? — ^Yes. 

You saw a person previously in the country on this busi- 
ness? — Yes, Mr. Bloxsome. 

Did you know by whom he was employed :— I supposed 
by Lord Berkeley's Solicitor. 

And you told him you were coming upon business, and 
should be ready to be examined r — I did. 

Though you did not go to church for twenty years con- 
istantly, yet you used to go occasionally ^ — ^ es. 

And you very often heard Mr. Hupsman officiate ? — Yes. 

Examined by the Lords. 

In what part of the church did vou sit?~I tlii'-^^ '^'^^^ 
twelve yards from the reading desk. 

Had you one constant seat I ^Yes. 

Was it further than the wall ?_lt was twelve y^^^^'^^ N^^- 

Have you stepped it r— Yes, to ascertaio the dist^^^ 
fore I came up here. -^^ ^^s-^ 

Were you resident at Berkeley in the year 17S4 '^^^ ^^^^ 
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to lady BttkAey, diat auch and such a drcinmstatice bap- 
pened before their marriage ? — Yes. 

Did you ever refer to this either to Lord or Lady Berko- 
iey ? — No, I never mentioaed it to them. 

Did you ever mentioo to Lord Berkeley, " My Lord, so 
I find you are married.** — No, 1 never presumed to do so. 

.Nor to my Lady : — No. 

You were a good deal struck vridi this remark ? — I felt so 
much, that I mentioned it to my mother when I went 
kome. 

When did you mention it to your mother ?— Directly after 
k happened. • 

How loi^ has your mother been dead ? — Four years. 

Cannot you state at all nearly the time when you men- 
tioned it to your mother ? — I cannot, it is so many years ago; 
it was a matter that did not concern me, and therefore I. did 
not keep it in mind. 

What did you mention to your mother? — ^The observation 
•f Lord Berkeley, and what Lady Berkeley said. 

Did you make any observation to your mother upon it ?— 
Yes, I thought it strange, as she was then <!alled Miss 
Tudor. 

What made you think it indiscreet to mention it to any 
other person than your mother? — Mere trivial things I 
never related out of the castle. 

What made yon th'mk it would be indiscreet to mention to 
any other person this conversation which you mentioned to 
your mother? — I did not mention that in particular, but 
mar^ more things of more trifling import. 

You have stated to the House, that this circumstance 
passing between my Lord and Lady Berkeley appeared to. 
jou so singular, that you thought it interesting enough to 
tell your mother of that circumstance as soon as you went 
home ? — ^Yes. 

Having thought it sufficiently material to tell it to your 
mother, why did you deem it indiscreet to tell it to any other 
person ?— I really thought it indiscreet to relate every thing 
that passed when we were at cards ; every little tale that was 
told, that might run about the town. 

Did you consider this as a little tale merelv, a mere jjokc , 
between Lord and Lady Berkeley?— I only thought it aOglC 
;i4ran«:e circumstance. 
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No^ certaidy not ; | #d npt know ivb^t tiMjr meaot bj 

it. 

. Then if you did not ki^ow what they meant by it^ why 
^ould it appear so material that you should go and tell your 
mother^ nf>t being in the habit of telling little things that 
passed at the castle ?— ^I might mention thii^i$ to my mother 
that were not of much consequence* 

Were you in the habit of telling your mother things which 
parsed at the castle ? — ^Yes, sometimes. 

And not to any other person ? — I believe not ; but I am 
ppt quite, sure. 

l)id you think that other persons to whom you told it, 
might view it in the same light, and it might go no further ?-^ 
1 cannot tell. 

What age are you ? — Nearly sixty> I believe. 

Was your mother in the habit of visiting at the castle ?— 
Not in the late Lord*s time ; in the time of the late Countess 
of Berkeley she was in the habit of going there ; I think she 
was never there but at my Lord's birth-day ; the late Lord's 
birth-day. 

She was not in the habit of visiting the person who went 
by the name of Miss Tudor ? — No ; my mother was an aged 
woman. 

This did not lead to any enquiry that might lead her to 
visit at the castle ? — No. 

Do you know Colonel Whatley ? — Yes, v^ry well, ^ 

I)o you remember that you played at cards at Berkeley 
castle with hun ?^Yes. 

And before 1796 ?— 1 believe so ; I cannot swear it before 
I7g6, but I think so. 

Did Lord Berkeley seem to say this in jest or earnest ?— 
He spoke in a cheerful manner. 

Did jou mention this circumstance to the Berkeley family, ' 
or any of their agents in the year 179.Q?— When my deposi- 
tion was taken, when I came to town, I then related nearly 
as I have now. 

In the year 1799 ^ — Yes ; I believe that was tlie time that 
we were in town. 

You were examined then ?•— Not in the House, I was exa- 
mined in Qhancery. 

That was at another time i — Yes, I was sworn and ^c*^ 

Avomino/l of tnof finriA 
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m Any of Aeir agents in the ye^ 1799 ?— Yes, I think Mr. 
Forster ; I am not quite sure of it. 

Were you examined in 1801 ? — I know my evidence wag 
taken iil Chancery. 

Do you know what was the circumstance which Lord 
Berkeley stated was prior to his marriage ; do you know what 
the something alluded to was f— ^[ cannot speak to that. 

Did you know Mr. HLupsman ?— Perfectly. 
, Did you ever correspond mith him ? — No ; he and I had 
very little correspondence or communication. I knew no- 
thing at all about hrm in that respect. In short, we had no 
correspondence. 

You would not know his hand-writing ?— No ; I have not 
the least knowledge in the world of it. 

Did you ever hear in playing at cards at Berkeley castle^ 
imy allusion made to the second marriage ? — No, I do not 
recoMect any till it was announced diey were married. 

How soon afterwards did you hear of it f— I understood 
it was some time afterwards. 

Did yon express surprise to any body ?— No. 

Do you know how it happened that you came to be que^ 
f ioned atiout it ?— No ; there was nothing particular, more 
dian that I recollected this circumstance, and I stood forward 
to say it. 

You mentioned it to somebody ?— Yes ; I menticmed tt to 
Mr. Forster, or whoe\er took my examination. , 

After the commencement of the enquiry in 1799 -"^ 
not know whether it was after or before. ^ 

What vras the cause of your menUoning it to y^^' 
ter ?— My examination was taken when I came to ^^^^^% ac- 

What brought you to town f— I came on my I>^^ 
count. ^ cat»^ 

Who desired you to come?—! do not recollect. tlL^r, ^ 
up with a Mr. Croome of our pariafti, and a Dr. P*^ -% 

think of Gloucester. * Xy^'^ 

Who applied to you to come f — I suppose it wa9 *^ ^^ 

Berkeley's request. ^^^^ ^^ ^^ t^^^ ^ 

Had you, before that, toW any body ybucoulil &^^^^^^ 
toial evidence?— I had menuoned this circumstai^^''' 
tber It IS material I do not know. , C r^alp ^1^ 

T^ whom had you mentioned h ?_1 camiof ^^^Ji^jSi 

Had you anv conversation «rt. /.^"^^^ "^^ b^^^f^^^^ 
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Was Mr. Hupsman one of the company before whom that 
expression was used ? — No, he was not. He was not a wbist 
player ; it was not a pursuit he was fond of. 

Were you at school any where in the year 17S4 or 1785 ? 
—I am not sure ; I was an apprentice ; but whether at that 
time I cannot (ell. I rather think I had left my apprentice^ 
ship. 1 must iiave been at Berkeley. 

When you were asked about coming to town, the question 
applied to the year 1799 : are you sure it was ia that year? — 
I cannot be sure to the year. 

You are not sure whether it was in 1799 or 1801 1 — It 
was when the enquiry was. 

Do you remember whether there was any enquiry in the 
\ear 1 799 ? — I would not swear to the year ; but I know 
very well I was up at the time that some witnesses were exa- 
mined here ; but I was not examined. My oath was takea. 

At which of those occasions was it you came to town with 
Mr. Parker ? — When we went to the court of Chancery. 

By whom were you desired to com« to town in 1799? — I 
cannot tell, indeed. I cannot recollect precisely the year we 
came. 

You were in town w hen the enquiry was going on in this , 
House ?^ — Yes ; and also in Chancery. 

To whom, previously to the enquiry in this House, did 
you mention the circumstance you have stated to-day ? — I 
rather think Mr. Forster took my evidence. 

Had not you communicated to somebody, before Mr. 
Forster examined you, what you had to say : — I *dare say I 
communicated it at Berkeley to Lord Berkeley himself. 

EDWAllD BLOXSOME being called in, slated, that 
he was one of the Solicitors employed in the support of this 
claim by Lord Berkeley. — Being cross-examined, it appeared 
he was deputy clerk of the peace, and that Mr. Tudor was 
his principal, and had been generally employed in tlie 
management of the estates at Berkeley since 1806. — llie 
registry of the banns of Lord Berkeley being shewn to him, 
he was asked if he really believed it to be Mr. Hupsman's 
hand writing? to which he replied, yes.— Then the registry 
of his Lordship's marriage being submitted to him, he be- 
lieved the words Augustus Hupsman to have been written 
by him ; but with respect to the rest of the entry, he believed 
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^vas a merchant; and that she had been acqoamted widi 
Lady Berkeley about twenty years, when she was introduced 
bv Colonel West. She denied any intiaiacy between Mr»* 
Cbapeau and Lady Berkeley, she was only treated, with 
common civility bv Lady Berkeley. Mr. Chapeau, she 
said, generally addressed Lady Berkeley as Miss Tudor,' 
whom she never knew making use of any violent language 
towards Mrs. Price the governess. Mr. Chapeau she abo 
affirmed was not in Lady Berkeley's conlidence. The Lady 
Dowager Berkeley treated her every way kindly, and as a 
mother should treat her daughter. Mrs. Bell had painted 
several pictures, which she presented to the family in a 
friendly way ; but denied being employed by them in the 
"i^ay of business. 

Being examined by the Lords, and asked — 

Did you ever hear Mrs. Price say on what account she 
left Lady Berkeley's family ? — She quitted Lady Berkeley's 
service in consequence of . 

Did you ever hear her say ? — Yes ; Mrs. Price called 
upon me the morning she left Lady Berkeley. She consi- 
dered Lady Berkeley had not used her well ; that they had 
,had the Prince to dine with them on the Saturday ; and she 
conceived she had had a slight pul upon her. Mr. Carring- 
.ton dined at the table, and she was not admitted ; and I coq« , 
ceived she was hurt at it. 

Did she assign that as the reason for quitting the service 
of Lady Berkeley? — Not entirely; she said I^dy Berkeley 
had not used her well ; but she seemed extremely hurt, and 
in a violent passion. 

Did she assign any other reason ? — No, ■! never beard any 
, other reason. 

Had you ever any correspondence with L^dj Beik^^ 
previous to the year 1796? — ^Yes. 

By Letter ? — Not very frequent. ^— >\5 

How did you address your letters to Lady Bet'^ ^ * 
letters were always under cover to Lord Berk^\ey- ^s^ ^ 

Was Mr. Qhapeau in the habit of being ^ g<^^^^ ^w\f^^ 
Lord Berkeley ';j ?_ Yes, he, was a great deal tl^^f^A ^^^ 
first knew him ; that is to say, of a momm^ • u^ t^^^^ 
in frequently of a uiomiog. "" ^f «-«^ 

Was Mr. C^;apf?au iii the habit of diuin^ the^'^OOQlc ^^\ 
^o, not to anif, i/.^re, not very frequently. ^^ ^^ 
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with Lord Berkeley ?~No, Mr. Chapeau used to eftme Over 
m an evening to shoot rabbits, but £ do not know that he. 
used to shoot with Lord Berkeley. 

Do you recollect when Mr. Chapeau ceased to visit the 
Berkeley family; about what year .^-— No, I do not. 

Did you ever see him tliere after the year 1799 ? — I think 
I nHist> but I cannot recollect tlie time of my last seeing 
him. ? 

Do you conceive, from Lady Berkeley's conduct and be- 
haviour to Mr. Chapeau, that Mr. Chapeau was in Lady 
Berkeley's confidence ? — By no means. 

In your confidential communications with Lady Berkeley, 
did you ever understand from her tliat she was nuirried ? — Yes, 
certainly. 

At what time ? — Upon my first knowing Lady Berkeley. 

Can you state the circumstances that came out then, what 
Lady Berkeley stated ? — No further than Lady Berkeley in- 
formed me she was privately married, but it was necessary 
for the present to keep it a secret. I could have known 
Lady Berkeley no otlier way than by supposing slie was 
married. 

Was your communication with Lady Berkeley always 
compatible with that declaration ? — Yes. 

Did Lady Berkeley tell you where she was married ? 

No. 

Did she ever say this in Lord Berkeley's presence .?*— No, 
we were alone when Lady Berkeley told me this. 

You stated this to have taken place in the year 1792.^ In 

the year 1791. 

You never beard Lady Berkeley speak of herself ^s a 

married woman in the presence of any person whatever? I 

do not recollect tliat ; but I remember Lady Berkeley speak- 
ing of her marriage repeatedly to me. 

WILLIAM LANE having been sworn, was examined as 
follows : ^^ 

What is your business ? — A cabinet maker. 

Where do you reside ? — In Gloucester. 

How long havtt you lived in Gloucester ?— All my life ; I 
was bred and born there. .^ t 
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cabinet-maker^ and my feUow apprentice^ and I have takeft 
it up there* My fatber-in-hiw ^vas a maltsler^ and supphed 
^e house as weii as Peach, 

What was his name r-*John Troiightou. 

D« yoo remember being in Lioudbn in the latter end of 
the year 17B4 or the beginning fji 1785 i — Perfectly well. 

After relating that one Seiby was indebted to him^ and that he 
bvedat Kuightsbridge. He proceeded, I went to Knightsbridge, 
and brought Selby up to my brother's house in George- 
street near Portman-square. It was the Ist of April. Seiby 
dined with me, and I advanced him 20/. more. Finding I 
should u ant mone)', and hearing of Mrs. Tumour be^i^ in 
good drcimfistances, and there being a debt due to my fa^r« 
in-law from old Mr. Cole, I applied to her in hopes of 
gettii^ my money, which was 14/. or \oL lliere I saw 
going into the house Lord and Lady Berkeley. I stopped 
a little time^ and Lord Berkeley came out. I then ^^ent 
and knocked at the door. I knowed Mrs. Tumour. I then 
asked if her mother was there ; she said, '* No ; my mother 
is not; but I know, Mr. Lane, what you want" Lady 
Berkeley came up to the top of the stairs, and said, ^^ Mr. 
Lane, do not distress my mother ; we may have it in our 
power to make you amends, and we will do It." 

Were 3?ou well acquainted with the person of Lord 
Berkeley before this lime ? — For years. 

And wkh the person of Lady Berkeley? — 1 knew her very 
well h-om a child. 

Are you <|uite anre you saw Lord and Lady Berkeley go 
to the house of Mrs. Tumour ? — I am positively sure of it. 

And that you afterwards saw Lord Berkeley come out of 
the house, leaving Lady Berkeley there \ — ^Yes. 

What was the di^ on which you met Selby at your bro- 
ther's house ? — ^The Ist of January. a i A 

How \aag waa it after that you saw Lord a™ La^ 
JJerkeley going to Mw. Tumour's house?— IT^^^ "^^^"^ 
two or three weeks. ^ 

How long is it riuce jon first mentioned 5**'*G?Lf^\ 
^f'T'n^'^ ^''''^ from the present time r-IVl |;- ^^^V 

't't^s M.^?^^ ; that >vas ihe middle of >» ^^ucti^ H^^ 
case^OD one Side. VV ,..« I came tr. .h. accouri^ ,^^^^__^ 
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How long did you remain id Loudon ? — I might remain in 
London a week or a fortnight. 

You did not remain the whofe of the month of January ? — 
I cannot p6sitively say that I did. , 

Did you ever see Lord Berkeley after llie time you saw hini 
come out of the house?— 1 have a faiut recollectiou I tUluk 
when I was up here. Mr. kudge had a niiud to go and bay 
a carriage to set up a chaise, and I thijik ui goijg along Long 
Acre- 1 did see J^rd and Liidy BerLeiey go into a coach- 
maker's, but I would uot wish to have that put down as evi- 
dence upon oath. 

When was that? — ^That would be about the same time, 
the middle of January. 

What- was tiie appearance of Lady Berkeley when you 
saw her in 17^3 : — Dressed in a sort of habit that day, she 
was dressed enough fur a youug girl in the situation she was in. 

Was she dresstti hk.e a servant maid, or a young woman 
hi a better sitcratiou: — She was dressed I think in a riding 
hal)it, 1 d\d nut pay so much attention to her because I kuew 
her ver\ well. 

Did you see Mrs. Tumour when you went into the house ? 
< — \\ lieu I went into the house I went in ou purpose to ask 
for my money. 

You saw iirs. Tumour r — Yes, I did. 

Did y!>u see any d.fftrence between Mrs. Tumour and 
ML?s Cole a:5 to their Hiesi : — Mrs. Tumour 1 looked upon to 
be in good circumstances, which I knew her sister could not be. 

Did you >ee Liid\ Eeikelej in 17S6r— No. In 17B9> 
heaiin- of Lady Bcii^eley being married, I went to Berkeley 
to endtavoiir to i^ee her Ladvahip, to reniud her of my 
money. 1 came to the steward, Mr. Kmg; I mentioned 
the cWumsiance to him, and he said, " Do not you go to 
the castle ou any ac<:ount, tor Lord Berkeley is there aii<i \v 
know yuu, and if you go there he y^^^ ^^ J^^ what 
want, and it may be displeasin^r to Lord Berkel^^^y ^ ^ 
tion the circumstance; leave the buck \\^'^^ me, ^"^ t^*^-^^^* 
endeavour to rcnnnd Lady Beikelev of the circii^*^^ ^t^^tw^^ 
And I beLeve i have a memor... :n.n ou ih^ circ^A^-m.'^^'^ 
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I made : ^' 1 789 June 1 ft. Went to Berkeley to King's grand- 
father ; he told me he knew not what his son made of his grand- 
son's effects^ therefore could do nothing with it." At that time I 
left my father- in- law's book wilh the steward to remind Lady 
Perkeley of the sum of money that was due ; lie desired me 
not to go to the castle as 1 mii^ht see Lord Berkeley ; he 
might enquire what it was about^ and it might make things 
disagreeable. 

In 1786 you saw Mrs. Cole in a street somewhere near 
the park i* — Yes. 

Did you see X^ady Berkeley with her then ? — No. 

"Where were you during the whole of the year 1735 ? — In 
Gloucester. 

Do you remember Lady Berkeley being there in that 
year ?— I cannot say that I do. 

Did you know Farrcn the butcher ? — ^Yes. 

And his wife ?— Ycs^ which \\ as a sister of Lady 
Berkeley's. 

Did you visit them during the year 1785? — No, I did 
not. 

Where did you hear they were married ?*— At the stew^ard 
King's house; he was the steward to Lord Berkeley in 17^9. 

Did he mention, in 1789^ that Lord and Lady Berkeley 
"were pi^rried? — Yes. 

And desired you not to go there ? — He did not desire me 
not to go there ; lie said, *^ I would advise you not to go 
there ; leave the book with me, and 1 will see Lady Berke- 
ley, and remind her of her promise." 

Did you hear from any body else besides King that Lord 
and Lady Berkeley were married? — Depend upon it I must' 
have heard it in Gloucester, which made me go down to 
Berkeley ; I should think that brought me dow n to Berkeley, 
hearing of the marriage. 

You are sure it was in 1789? — I aiB positive from this 
memorandum. 

It must have surprised yoiv to hear that Lord Berkeley ha4 
married Miss Cole? — Certainly that must be a surprise. 

Have you no recollection of the person who first told you 
so surprising a circumstance ? — Without doubt it must be my 
nx ther hi-Iaw, for she and lady Berkeley's mother "^'^rXWrlp 
veil acquainted. '^' ^^ ^ ^o 
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Do you ineto by being married, being man and wife f— 
To be sure I do. 

In your communication with Mr. Smitb> have you not 
said that a guinea was given to you r — Yes. 

For what? — For producing the papers and memorandums 
I have. 

Was the debt you have stated ever discharged ?-^No,. it 
is not to this day. 

Have you ever been promised to have tliis debt discharged? 
— I have not been promised a single farthing. 

You have said, that the first communication you had re- 
specting the marriage between the Lord and Lady Berkeley 
was from your mother-in-law, bec^ause of the intimacy be- 
tween your mother-in-law and Mrs. Cole ? — Yes. 

Was Mrs. Cole acquainted with the circumstances of 
the marriage? — I should suppose she must, or else how 
should it be known. 

Is Mrs. Cole alive or dead ? — I believe she is alive. ^ 

On the 7 th of June WilUam Hill was examined relative to 
entries in his day book. 

William PifF a butcher at Gloucester, apprentice to Mr. 
Herbert, in 17S2 -and 3, living in Westgate-street, remem- 
bered the miUtia Oe^ig at Gloucester in 1783. He recol- 
lected seeing Lori^l>i''^eley several times at Farren's house; 
walk backwards and forwards opposite to it, and speak to the 
present Lady Berkeley on different days. The mistress whom 
Piff lived with observed the same, but she was dead before 
this evidence was given. 

In his cross examination, Mr. Serjeant Best requested per- 
mission to put this question. Hav« you seen My- y* ^^^^5 
lately ? The answer was, yes I have, the day before 1 came^ 
here, he ^ked whether I wai coming to town ^ ^^^ ^^^^ 
himlnas; upon which he said^r he hoped I w ^Aded 

c^re of myself, and so on, but nc^thing particul^*"^ ^ s\vo>iVd 
that ,t .vas very ri^^^^ ^y ^^^j^^^ and he bop^"^ 

S/ev wh 'f^*! Mrs. Tumo-Jr and the Ff.^g askeA." 
.hrappeareS^^'^'^^rf very ill at the time. I5*;'*o she -J* 

daughters rfres,T^^''« 'i^'^Shier? l'« answered *''^°°?^, ^^o 
j;; ,1.^ ,...** a« Viell as others s<?metinies. _ »s^«0.^ L 
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Do you rtcoUect the manner in which Mr. Smith put tthe 
question to you about the year 1785? — Upon my word, he 
asked me whether I could recollect their tiring in \1S5 in 
the street ; and I told him I believed it was ; but I was not 
positively sure. 

Do you recollect that you gave that sort of uncertain an- 
awer at first? — Yes. 

And Mr. Smitli never brought ycu to London ? — No. 

When did you remove from one shop to the other?— It 
was about 1784. 

What circum.^lance happened in 1784 that obliged you t(f 
move? — My master faih d. 

That was Herbert? — Yes. 

Who was the master you went to then ? — Mr. Workman. 

Did that happen in 1784 ? — Yes. 

Arc you certain you saw Lord Berkeley walking up a»d 
down before Farren's shop, before you moved from Herbert's 
to Workman ? — Yes. 

Do you remember being set to watch Lord Berkeley ?— 
Yes, by my mistress. 

When was that? — In 17S3. 

Who set you to watch ? — Mrs. Herbert. 

What for ? — She and I were standin^^ at the door, and 
seeing Lord Berkeley coming alowg, she did not like to go 
out and see who he spoke to; and told me to go and see 
who he spoke to. 

That was the insjauce in which you were to watch to see 
who Lord Berkeley spoke to r — I have seen him myself 
many times. 

Was that the instance in which you were set to watch? — I 
have been set several times to watch. 

Were you several times set to watch ? — Several times in 
the evening. 

By whom ? — Mrs. Herbert. 

Every time to watch Lord Berkeley? — Not every time; 
but I have been set when I have been at the door. 

Have you been set by your mistress several times to 
watch Lord Berkeley? — When Mrs. Herbert stood at the 
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"Was Mrs. Farren at the door? — Not at the door. 

At Farren's door ? — She was in the shop. 

Was Mrs. Tumour or Mrs. Farren at the door when you 
^re set to watch?— They might be sometim^s^ but not every 
time. ^ 

Did you sec Lord Berkeley speak to them? — Nev^r any 
one but she. 

How often ? — I cannot tell exactly. 

This was all in that same month of March? — I cannot 
answer to a week. 

' Was every time that you were set to watch in that same 
month of March ? — I believe it was. 

Did he always come alone ? — ^I never saw any body with 
him. 

With Lord Berkeley ?— -No. 

It was always in Farren's shop ? — Not in Farren s shop 
that Lord Berkeley stood ; it was outside he stood. 

How long did he stop ? — Not above a minute or two at a 
time. 

Did you hear any thing that passed^ you being watch- 
man ? — No ; I never went near enough. 

How far were you from them? — ^A little distance, a door 
or two, or a few doors off. 

Did you ever watch Lord Berkeley on any otlier occa- 
aion ? — No never. 

Never but in that year? — No. 

Did you ever watch any body else ? — No. ^ 

Did Mrs. Herbert ever direct you to watcb ais^ body else . 

Was there any other occasion on \v\iich yoii "^^^.^xvit v?e 
to watch Lord Berkeley?— It was not a ^^^^.^ Jds \u 
thought for gentlemen to come backwards ^^^ ^ 
that way. rf,oe\* co\xCv^% 

You do not recdlect any of t^^^ otbef ^^^^^^ 
there ?— No. ;^^e,x%vv^^^^ ^ 

Did you see the other officers cotii\*.„ to ^^^^ ^ Va:^'^ *^^ 
ghop?- Yes; I believed they lod-ed^thel^^ "^ v, <i^^- 

them at the window. c^^^ Ib^^ .-^:^^^'^^ 

Did you ever watch them ? 1 Kave <% \^^ 

J^tpersons?-The other officers. Di,.ize.byGoOQle ,^ 

Did jou ever watch them? >fo. 'NJ.at^ 
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bone, was then called in, and produced the register-baok 
of marriages for that parish. 

THOMAS STOCK, a butcher at Gloucester, just op^ 
posite thfe College Court going into the Church -yard, being 
examined, deposed, that he kept a shop in Wcstgate-street 
many years, being seventy years old ; and that he was living 
there in 1783, and a long while before then. To the question. 
Do you remember in 1783, seeing Lord Berkeley there ?— 
He answered, I cannot- tell exactly; my memory will, not 
let me say what year it was in; but at the time the mihtia 
was there I saw Lord Berkeley more than once or twice, 
or ten times, come opposite to me, the same as these gen- 
tlemen are — march oft* when he dismissed the soldiers; I 
just looked at him a bit; he seemed to smile. I took no 
more notice than to see whereabout he went, and so 1 took 
notice that he went into Mr. Farren's ; " and w ho hap* 
^^ pened to be there:" — I saw Polly Cole at the door — 
'^ and why did you go up to see whether it was Lord 
'^ Berkeley and Polly Cole V — because I thought whether 
it was or not, 1 thought it was like two lovers ready to se« 
one another ; and that was what I looked after. 

Have you from that time lived constantly at Glou- 
cester \ — In the same place ever since, in the same shop. 

Have you been repeating over your evidence to any 
body ?— No ; I never spoke to any one but Piff. 

Did not you tell them what you had to say before you 
came here ?-— No. 

Not the evidence you were to give at the bar? — No. 

Did not you tell what you had to say to any body who 
aakcd you about it ? — No. 

j^re you sure of that ? — Yes. 

They have examined you here without knowing what you 
were to say ? — They never examined me at Gloucester, nor 
no where else. 

Did any body, before you come to the bar here, ask you 
questions of what you were to say here, and you relate 
what you have related here to-day?— -No; no man asked 
me any thing about it that I know of. 

You swear that you have never told to any body before 
you told it at the bar here to-day what you have related to^ 
their Lordships? — Not that they came to me, and that I 
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Except to the witness Piff, you uever told it to any 
body r— No. 

Did you tell it to no solicitor, no clerk of any solicitor, 
and nobody besides Mr. Piff: — 1 do not recollect that I 
did. ^ 

Will 3-0U swear that ?— T am upon my oath. 

Recollect di-tinctly whether you mean to say you never 
told this to any body but the last witness Piff, before you 
^related it here f — 1 never did. 

TTie witness was directed to withdraw. ' 

The Counsel were directed to withdraw. 

The Counsel were again called in, and informed, tliat no 
witness who had been examined, or is to be examined in 
this cause_, be suffered to remain in the House during tJie 
examination of any other w itness, except the agents on each 
side, or by order and leave of the House. 

The witness was again called in, and the following ques- 
tion and answer w as read over to the witness : 

'' You swear you never have told to any body before you 
*^ told it at the Bar here to-day, what you have related to 
^^ their Lordships ? — " Not that they came to me, and that 
*^ I related it to them. 3Ir. Cheston once came to me and 
^' auked me." 

Conclude what you were saying respecting ^Ir. Cheston's 
coming to you and asking you r — I do not recollect that I 
said any thing about Mr. Cheston. 

The follow ing answer w as read to witness : 

" Not that they came to me, and that 1 related to them. 
^^ Mr. Cheston once came to me and asked me.'' — I ^"^ ^^*^^ 
remember what I said to Mr. Cheston \ 1 do not remember 
what he asked me of. ^ -. » 

Do you remember Mr. Cheston coming to you r— i^^s -, ^^ 
came one uight, and went away again directly. , \ 60, 

1^0 ^0,1 remember Mr. Cheston coming to y^\,'' 
some time ago; but J never thought anv more atr^^^^^^^T^ ^^ 
K .tl""^ P^^« between you and Mr. Cii^.^^ ^^>t ^^' 
c"£at l^r ^'---^--^^ --^n,inedto-day^^'^^;'\.,::,o-; 
Llfr!!L}fl\'^.-^f the.ort. Mr. Cheston caO--^^^ ^,^.^ 



( 152 ) 

stating in the Jlonse to-day?— I cannot recollect that I told 
him any such words ; whatever I said, I do not recollect. 

How long is it since you saw Mr. Cheston?-— I saw him 
just this minute here ; but that was a good while before. 

flow long is it since Mr. Cheston came to your house, as 
you have stated ! — [ cannot tell. 

Did not yoti once have a conversation with Mr. Cheston ? 
—I said Mr. Clieston once came into our bouse. 

Who is Mr. Chestoiir — A magistrate of Gloucester; 9 
gentleman who lives on the College Green. 

Is Mr. Cheslon in the habit of visiting you? — No; not 
very much ; a very good neighbour ; a man that will speak 
to one very kindly. 

is Mr. Chesloil in the habit of speaking to you? — He. 
will come in, and talk to one as he goes by — Well^ how do 
you do ; or something of that sort. 

What time of day did he call upon you ? — I do not know 
whether it was not after it was dark. 

How long did he remain with you? — Oh, not long. 

W hat (}o you mean by not long : — You would eall it long 
if it was an hour or two. 

AVas it half an hour ?—- <It might, or might not ; I cannot 
recollect exactly. 

Do you recollect what was the conversation that passed 
between you? — No, 1 do not. 

Did he talk to you about meat? — He nriight; we are in 
the habit of killing very fat mntlon, and he is very fond of a 
good haunch ; and he asks me som«4imc.s.^ as he passes^ Well, 
have you got some of that good mutton? 

Was the conversation between \ou all about mutton ?~ 
Not all about mutton ; sometimes he asked me whe- 
ther I \v<ti\ got good veal for to-morrow ? he is a very gen- 
tlemanly man. 

Do you mean to say you did not mention Lady Ber- 
keley's name to him? — I'hat I will not be positive whether 
I mentioned her name or wA, 

Are vou j>ositive he never mentioned I^dy Berkeley's 
name to your — That I will ijot be positive ; I did not charge 
mv mind wilh it. 
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You recollect perlfectly well what happened ifa the 
year 1783 ^--^If it was not looking after sweetheartiog, I 
should not have thought of it ; the people persuaded me it 
was not Lord Berkeley ; and I thought 1 would see whether 
it was or not. 

You have said, you had some conversation with Mr. Piff 
on the subject of your having seeii Mary Cole and Lord 
Berkeley in Westgate street ? — Yes ; just as we came^ as 
we had our summons to come up. 

Was it at Gloucester the conversation took place? — Yes ; 
just as we had our summons. '^ Be nt you summoned/' 
says he, *^ to come up?* ''^ No/' says I, " nor 1 wont go 
** unless I am forced to go.*' 

This conversation with Mr. Piff was before you were 
summoned? — ^Yes, the day before; he was coming up that 
day ; he had a summons, and every thing ready to go. 

You had not a summons? — Noj nor 1 would not coms 
without it. 

Did you mention to Mr. Pitf, your having seen Lord 
Berkeley and Mary Cole at that time ? — Yes ; and he said 
he had. 

Had you much conversation with Mr.' Piff?— Very little; 
I do not know that there were twp words dropped beyond 
what I have said. 

Did you tell Mr. Piff the year in which you had seea 
them ? — No ; I told him 1 did not recollect it. 

Did Mr. Piff recollect it? — Yes; he seemed to say he 
did. 

And he told you the year? — He said he thought it was in 
178i> or 1785, or somewhere thereabout. I said it may be 
somewhere after that; it mighty or not; I was not certain; 
he seemed to know more about it than I. I could not re* 
collect the year it was, and so I said no more to him, be- 
cause I could not recollect the year it was myself. 

Had any body applied to you to come to London before you 
spoke to Piff? — There was a man that gave me this iiote 
about coming, and said, " I shall send you tbat note to ^^ 
to London." '' What about/' says 1 ; ** I dout recoWect mtXC^ 
thing about it." " In such a year/ says be. *''Don t teVV 
me the year/' says I^ " for 1 know nothing ^^^^ ^}>* ^ t 
said to him, '' I shall beg to be excuse^ for I dont WxioVf le 
what year it was in :" I could not give ari falS^ve^ to it. 
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liMi PifF?— *He might the same day; I believe k wis ; I 
cJiinnot recollect the day. 

Can you repeat distinctly what PifF said about the year? 
•—No, I catnot. 

AVhat is the impression upon your mind? — It was so 
trifling 1 cannot recollect ; but it was as I walked by hini^ 
we walked on. 

'llie following question and answer were read over to tlie 
witness : 

*' And he told the year f" — " He said he thought it was 
'' in 1783 or 17B5^ or somewhere thereabout. 1 said it may 
** be somewhere after that, it might or not, I was not 
'' certain ; he seemed to know more about it than I. 1 
** couhi not recollect the year it was, and so I said no more 
*** to him, because 1 could not recollect the y ar it was mv- 
, ^' selfV' 

Is that all that passed? — Y^s. 

Are you sure he said 1783 or 178.5, or somewhere there- 
about?— But I did not take so nmcli notice, for I was in 
hopes I should not come. 

You state that you are seventy years of age^ and your recol- 
lection is imperfect r — Yes. 

Are you m the habit of drinkii^ any thing strong in the morn* 
nig ? — No, not any thing strong before dinner ; nor I would 
not do it for a guinea or more. I always keep to that. 

Yuu are quite certain that at the time you saw Lord 
Berkeley *^o into the shop in Westgate-street, the militia 
were at (Gloucester? — Yes. 

You have stated that your memoiT is, in some degree, 
imperfect; that you do not recollect things so well now as 
)ou did formerly?—! do not recollect so well as 1 used. 

Things which passed twenty or thirty years ago you can 
remember, perhaps, belter than things Mhich paifed lately ? — » 
No, I do not ; if yon ask me any thing about things in trade, 
I could not tell you. 

You told Mr. Pift' that you could not recollect what year it 
was you saw l^ord Berkeley with Mary Cole ; whether it was 
in 1783 or 17«.3r— Yes. 

What makes you now so positive it was in 1785 ? — No, I 
have not said so at all ; I cannot say. 

The Witness was directed to withdraw 
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tlic purpose of proving what did not pass, rather than what 
did pass on the only occasion on which be saw the last - 
witness. 

Mr. Solicitor General objected to the witness being caHcd 
ill for such purpose. 

' JAMES ROBERTS, a Serjeant in the North Gloaces- 
ter Militia^ being examined, deposed, that he was in the eni- 
plov ot oid Mrs. Earren troui l/Bl to 17Sj, and remem- 
bered the Gloucester Militia marching into Gloucester be- 
fore they were dismissed after the American war; that he 
gdw Lord Berkeley during that period near the house in which 
Mary O^Ie was living, walLhig up and down repeatedly, and 
looking into Earren*s shop at those times when Miss Cole 
^vas there. He once saw I^rd Berkeley speaking to her, 
but he did not converse ^onger than a minute. 

Being asked if he remembered one of the family of the 
name of William ? he answ ered. Ye*. 

What relation was that WjUiam to Mr. Farren with whom 
he lived : — A brother-in-law. 

Do you mean a brother ef the wife of Mr. Farren ?— 
Yes. 

By what name have yoa heard him called in the family ?— - 
I ha' e heard him called William Cole, and I have heard him 
called William Tudor Cole. 

Are you sure you have heard him called bj the name of 
William Tudor Cole i*-^Yes, I am quite certain ; I heard him 
express his name himself. 

Have you heard him called by the name of William Cole 
Tudor more than once :^— William Tudor Cole never more 
than once by his sister and once by himself. 

Ou what occasion did he call himself by the name of 
Tudor? — He and I were going down to fetch some sheep 
out of the meadows; he took a gun with him and fired » and 
killed a snipe ; and w hen I came up lie took the snipe hj the 
beak, and *^ Here," says be, " see wbat Billy Tudor can 
do.** 

Is diat the only time you recollect \\\tn to have ca\WA^^^- 
S€lf by the name of Tudor? — Yes, th^^t is *e oniy tiw\e- 

Do you recollect the particular o^casi*^*^ on wH\cV* ^,^ 
lister called him by the name of Xii^of?-*^ ^^^^ ^^ ^^ ^ 
the habit of cabin? him '' Bill and ^ hk " and Mrs. farren 
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You remember William Cole the father? — Y^x I remem- 
ber him very well- 

\\ as it before or after his death that Lord Berkeley spok« 
to Mar} Colt: — It was alter las death. 

How long? — About a \car and a half. 

To the best of }</ur jud;:uieut^ it was a year and a half 
after his death r — Yes. 

Did you see Susan Cole go to Loudon ? — ^T did not sec 
ler go ofi'. , 

1 hen you had no means of kno\?ing when slie went, but 
from missing her: — ilrat is ail. 

Did you ^ee Maiy C<»le go off? — No; I saw her when 
she came back. 

You ha\e uo means of knowing where she came from ;— 

Do you know how long she had been absent at the time 
she came back r— No. 

You lived with Fairen from 1781 to 17?3? — ^Y'es. 

Do you remember his being m dii^tress: — 1 remember hi* 
having the l^t joint of meat m the sht»p before he went to 
London; that was in Southgate- street. 

Do you remember his bojiig distressed in his circumstances 
while you lived there : — Yes. 

Do you remember his being in confinement ? — Yes, he 
was once in confinement. 

Jn what year was ihatr^-I cannot say what year it was in. 

\\ as it the beginning or the latltr end of the time yo« 
lived with him: — I cannot say. 

Was it before or after the death of Cole ? — ^Afler the death 
pf Cole. 

AVas it before or after the time you saw Lord Berkeley 
<peak to Mary Cole? — I camiot positively say. 

Do you remember a pe^^on of the name of Stram living 
with Farren? — \ ery well. 

Did you use to drive cattle for Farren ^itb himr — ^Yes, 
Strain used to work for Irarren al'tei liie time the Amencau 
war was over. ^ 

Do you remember anv catlle purchased of a Mr. W'\\V^^ -^ 
—I do not recollect it/ but 1 heard bimlaW ol his \>i^iN\^^» 
four or five httle beasts of him. ^^ ^as 

Have you any recoUectiou of the time tlt^tiRyE^^^^lC 
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THOMAS BELL, having been sworn, was examined a^ 
follows : ' 

What is your line of hfe? — I am a merchant of the City 
of London ; my warehouse and business is in Saint Swithhi's- 
lane in the ward of Wal brook, of which I am one of the 
members of the Common Council. My residence in Lon- 
don, Dean-street, Soho; and my country house at Cran* 
ford, where 1 have a small estate bordering on Lord Berke- 
ley's park. 

How many years have you been a merchant in the City of 
London ? — ^l^hirty at least. 

Were you acquainted with the late Lord Berkeley ? — I had 
the honour of being very well acquainted with the late Lord 
Berkeley. 

Do you also know the present Countess of Berkeley ? — 
I do. 

By whom were you introduced to Lord and Lady Berke- 
ley? — About the year 1791, my particular friend. Colonel 
West, who was the cousin-german of Mrs. Bell, brought Lady 
Berkeley to see Mrs. Belfs paintings. I knew nothing of 
that circumstance for two or three times of her being at my 
bouse in Leicester-fields, until she had begun to paint the - 
portrait of Lady Berkeley ; then I saw Lady Berkeley at my 
bouse. 

Is it to be understood that you were introduced to Lady 
Berkeley by Colonel West? — Certainly, he brought her to 
my house. 

And to Lord Berkeley also ? — Yes. 

In what character was Lady Berkeley introduced to you? — ' 

Lady Berkeley was introduced to me as a lady living with 
Lord Berkeley, but not bearing his Lordship s name ; at the 
same time 

Mr. Solicitor General objected to the evidence. 

The Witness was desired to withdraw. 

Mr. Moore was beard in answer. 

The Witness was again called in and asked, 

Wpq T.nrH T^prl-plpv nrpspnt tViP "firsf- timp vvlipn \ir\ti yfct^Ttt 
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ttiat Colonel West was in the house when I first saw Lady 
Berkeley; I do not know that fact at present; he might or 
might not. 

Do you know whether Lord Berkeley was in the house at 
the first time you saw Lady Berkeley ? — I really do not know 
that. I would beg to state that when I understood that Lady 
Berkeley had sat for her picture to Mrs. Bell^ I was then 
anxious to see the lady, and staid at home, for my business 
be'mg constantly in the city, I was early out from home, and 
late returning. I staid at home that day on purpose to see 
the lady, and I dare say there was nobody present but Mrs. 
Bell and the lady. 

Do you know whether Lord Berkeley was present when 
you first saw Lady Berkeley with Colonel West ? — I really 
do not know that particular fact. I cannot possibly state 
that. 

Did you frequently visit the late Lord Berkeley at Cran- 
ford ? — I certainly have been at Cranford repeatedly, and 
very soon after M13. Bell had painted Lady Berkeley's picture, 
and perhaps even while it was not yet finished. Lord Berke- 
ley asked me to go down to Cranford once to see him and 
spend a day, and I did so. 

Did Mrs. Bell visit at Cranford also?— ^ Irs. Bell went 
down then to Otmford for the first time I believe, at Lord 
Berkeley's request, and the lady's of course. 

Was Mrs. Bell ever employed in cleaning any paintings for 
Lord Berkeley at Cranford? — Mrs. Bell never was so em. 
ployed in cleaning any pictures for Lord Berkeley at Cran- 
ford. 

W as Mrs. BeU ever employed in framing any pictures at 
Cranford f — Nor ever employed in framing any pictures there, 
or any where else. 

Though not employed, did she in fact ever clean any 
pictures: — Never, 1 laiow it well. 

Do youl recollect any of King Charles's Beauties from 
Hampton Court at Cranford f — ^'l here are no such picUivcs 
at Cranford. I know all the pictures extremely well. 

Were there ever such pictures when you vmied at Cr^xv- 
fotd? -There were never such picture.s as those at Crar\£^tO^» 
t«Drc«enttitioiM ni th«* Rf^nt^^o «* n^^^w^tr^n Court. I xvi^** 
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Was Mrs. Bell ever employed in cleaning or iratniflgf 
those four pictures in the style of Lely, which might be mis- 
taken for the Hampton Court Beauties? — Never. 

Do you recollect the expedition to the Helder?— I have 
a general recollection of it; I do not know the exact time. 

Do you recollect the circumstance of the expedition to the 
Helder ? — Undoubtedly* * 

Were you at that time in possession of a large number of 
saddles ? — I never was in possession of any number of saddles 
at that time or at any time; I never dealt in the article, nor 
ever bad the article in my possession. 

In the year 1794 you had a child christened; if you have 
any memorandum you may refer to it. — It is a mere pencil 
memorandum which I have. 

When did you take it i — A few days ago ; she was registered 
in Saint Ann's parish. 

Was the memorandum taken from that parish register? — 
Yes; the parish register does not contain the birth of my 
child, but the registration of its christenhig. 

Is the date on that card taken from the register?— -Yes, I 
went to take it, thinking I should be asked the question, 

\\ hat is tiie date of that christening ? — I'he 2d of June 
1794. ' 

What is the name of the child ? — It was christened Cathe- 
rine Maria; Catherine after her mother, ^md Maria aftCT 
Lady Berkeley. 

Who was the godfather on that occasion ? — My Lord 
Berkeley. 

W ho were tlic Godmothers ? — Lady Berkeley ; and Mrs. 
Hamilton, the wife of my brolher-in-iavv, 1 believe was the 
other. 

Do you recollect by what name Lady Berkeley stood as 
Godmother? — When Lady Berkeley came to my house, 
whether she came with Lord Berkeley or alone, she was al- 
ways annoimced by my servants and received as Lady Berke- 
ley, and in that name .she nmst have come upon this occ- 
sion. 

Did she on all occasions, when she c une to your house, 
come anru>unced by the name of Lady Berkeley ? — Certainly 
that I behfcve, and those were very frequent visits indeed, of 
an evening particularly, eitlier alone or with Lord BerkeJ^ 
ley. 
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at Lord Berkeley's a gentleman of the flame of Chapeau ?— 
Very frequently. 

By what name did you always call Lad)* Berkeley when 
you addressed yourself to Lady Berkeley ? — I have never ad- 
dressed Lady Berkeley to hei^elf^ or in the presence of any 
person that I know of, by her name as Lady Berkeley, but 
Alaam^ Madam, or in diat common way. I never called 
her by the name of Tudor; if I had occasion to speak of her, # 
I might perhaps speak so to di?tingui8h her. I might name 
her as Miss Tudor, having that name from my Lord. 

Did you ever see Mrs. Chapeau, the wife of Mr. Cha|>eau, 
at Lord Berkeley's when Lady Berkeley was at Cranford ?— 
I saw Mrs. Chapeau in Cranford House once ; I do not 
recollect more than once. 

Was Lady Berkeley at Cranford House at the time yott 
saw her there? — Lady Berkeley was theie, and Mrs. Bell 
was there, and Mrs. Cha|>eau ; which recnliectiou I have 
clear in my mind, from the singular circumstance, ^shich 
would not have struck me particularly otherwise, of her 
being very hard of hearing, very deaf. I speak of ilr». 
Ciia)^»eau. 

Was Mrs. Chapeau there on that occasion as on a visit, 
or merely to see the house r — Certainly she did not call to 
see the house ; she was calling there compUmentarily I took 
it for. 

Tlie witness was directed to withdraw. 

The witness was again called in, and cross-examined as 
follows : 

You commenced your acquaintance in the year 1791 with 
Lady Berkeley: — 1 did; it was in 1790 or 1791 ; I think 
1791. 

From that time you frequently vbited in the family? — 
Very frequently. 

When Mrs.Bell staid in the family at Cranford, were you 
always with her, or was she sometimes tliere w^e« y^^ wetc 
not with her ? — I was not always with her. 

Jfrs. Bell was there on a visit when you ^^^^ ^^^ vv'iO^^ 
her? — Sometimes. ^ \^ j^ T 

Did she use to go and stay there for a x^eek togelUeit^(§0®gle 
longer i — C/ortainly. .. , 
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her, certainly, if I went with licr ; but she might go without 
my accontpanying lier in the first instance. 

Was ibat the case frequently, that she continued her visit 
at Crantord wUhoui your pre .sence r — Certainly, and very 
long indeed. She painted a ^ircat deal down there ; she 
painted the present J. ord Berkeley; she jrainted Frederick 
and Augustus in the same picture, full len^h ; she painJed, 
beside:5 that, some Ciiiaroscuro for Lord Berkeley's study, 
as well as several other pictures, being very fond of 'the 
art. 

How long would these works occupy Mrs. Bell, several , 
months ? — Certainly for sevei al months during the years I 
have spoken of. 

During which you w'ere following your own business ?^ — 
Yes. 

And Mrs. Bell, resident altogether at Crauford, occupied 
in the way you have described r — Certainly. 

You do not know precisely what was the nature of Mis. 
Bell's employ during the time she was living at Cranford in 
your absence r — I presume she was doing that which I tell you. 

You have no personal knov.iedge how she was employed 
at Cranford when she was not with you? — No; but it is 
easy for any man to judge, from the progress of a work when 
1 came back again, how the has been employed. 

Then whether Mrs. IjcU was employed, it is not meant 
employed for the }>urpo^e of pay, but whether she might 
occasionally, as an act of kindness or good-nature to the 
family, assist in touching up or cleaning any of the })ktures 
that were at Crani'oid during tlie tiir.e you were absent you 
ramiot of cour.-e tell r — But I could perfectly easily see tliat 
the ]^lctu*(;s were in the same state that I left tfi< in ; that 
tliev had n^i been cleaned in my absence ; and that 1 knew 
taev weit^ iiof, for Mis. Hell recnnnnended a man to go 
il.'wn V) (U..n tlie j.xCluios, at the insiance of Lady Berke- 

Wli-it ['(.irvjos did T^Irs. 1^ 'll nK-o'nmend a persow to 
( Irau r — I do noi kiuiv^'. I take lor granted iUU man went 
ovtji* uji tl.e {jictines al Cranford House, ^iliere were also 
:i .;ieat iiia?!y pi'tures scTit to u ma!], \\hose name I forget, in 
I hike Strv.{ t, \\ eslniinster, to be cle;iner|. 

n.\ \oi' uf itt.'ir^] i' I ru iw uhfMhi"r 1hri'<o fV\Hr '^'''♦^"'''ysSn naiLj 
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Refresked and cleaned r — I expect so ; the man would not 
have done his business it he had ]iol done so. 

They are pictures of km de beauties : — ^They are pictures 
of four lemales, somelbing in the st\le with tlowing diaperit?, 
which 1 have mentioned bef'^re. 

1 he christening was in the year 1794: — Ye*?, it was. 
A\ ho was the clergyman who officiated at that christening ? 
— Mr. Carringlon, with the consent of the reguKir clei-gy- 
man of the parish ; and d:e pas i^Ii clerk stop|>ed to take d;e 
register, ar.d the clergynraiTs guinea, and his own crown. 

Did Lcrd Beikeley peisonuIK attend the christening:— 
Cestaittly. 

\\ lio was pre<cr.t at the time: — I do not knr»w any other 
person tlnm ihu^e I have nured. L.oid and l^idy Ikrkeh v, 
-M/>. Ilanuilon my brolher-jn-Jaw s wiie, n jw ^Ijs. JJen- 
huni. 1 have h>^i m\ hiraher-in-luw since. 

Nobody else : — N b dy eUe l)ut Mr. C'arringtcn. 
At the time oi tiial clnisienir.g, do yon mean U) state thjt 
l^ivly Ijciki ley was aihio^-iictd at:d was ijt tke tin.e spoken or 
a> the godmother, by the name of Lady Ik^i keley : — That t 
do not know, whether 1 name(i h.cr Lady B< rkelev or n;*!; 
1 only know iliat she never came to my hon>e unJer anv 
olht-r name tlian that of J^iiy IJerkeley. 

At the time of the Ciiri>tening, wliat publicly passed at 
the time of tlie christening, did she go by tiie name of J^idy 
Beikclev, or by her usual name ot' Miss Tudor: — I dare ^av 
slie was not named either Liidv Berkeley or Miss Tudor ; I 
do not buppo-ic siie was called by either name. 

It must be mentioned who was the godmother: — A'ery 
likely, as Mr. Cariin^ton wa^ the cltigyman^ and knew her 
very well, she wa>> not named 

Then she was not named at all : — I do not 'aiow thai >\'.e 
%vas named al ail. 

Dnraig the time that you visiied in ihe \ioiise (.f I.e.*. -a 
Berkeley, frequently during iiioc, did L-^dy ]irkt-l«y; 
prior to the yiar 179C), u-uiily go by \\w na.ue ot Lu^^: 
Berkeley, or by the name oi Mivs i'lidor :—'^) ^^- vani*^ o^ 
>Iiss TuJcr certainly, before 1 TM >. . . 

You have rtmcienttd lliiit n> ivjrt i^^f ^\,c n^i^'^dvandi^c ^'^ 
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•And other leather articles ? — Certainly, I may occasionally ; 
but the fact is^ the article of shoes is the greatest concern 
perhaps that ever I was engaged in, and so great, that I 
furnislied to the government, though 1 have not the honour 
of being known to any of the government, for the whole 
army of Spain 430,000 pair of shoes in the course of a few 
months, and I am now delivering at the rate of 50,000 pair 
a mouth, at a saving to government of one shilling a pair 
under the regulation price. 

That extensive employment you describe is of late datCj, 
is it not within the last five, six, or ten years? — The first 
time I had t\\e honour of being employed by government 
was being sent for to speak to Mr. Harrison of the Treasury, 

who having examined me upon the subject 

When was that ? — About tsvo years ago, about the break- 
ing out of tlie war on the Penis isula ; but 1 have always been 
the greatest dealer in the article by supplying the contractors. 
VVas there any other article than shoes? — [ have sold other 
articles of that kind ; J have sold osnagburgs and sail cloths ; 
in fact I was a general mej chant before I fell into a great 
demand for these articles ; and more than that, I am a free 
merchant of the Levant Company, and have a house at 
Malta, where my sons are established ; but this takes up my 
time at this moment. 

When were you married to Mrs. Bell, about how long 
ago ? — ^Thirty years ago ; I have had ten children. 

Was Mrs. Btll the sister of Mr. Hamilton the painter ? — ■ 
Yes.^ 

Was she herself employed as a painter at the time you mar- 
ried her? — Noj slic was not employed then as a painter; but 
being extremely fond of the arts, and if J might take the 
liberty before this assembly to state, I think with great talents, 
I wished to e:icourage it. 

Before you were married, did this lady paint at that time 
pictures that were sold ? — O no, not sold ; she painted with 
hci brother Mr. Hamillon. 

He sold pictures of course r — Yes, certainly. 

Re-examined. 
Are you sure whatever oth.er leathern articles you might 
have de;tll i;i, you never did deal in ihci article of saddles ? — j 
I never dealt in the article of saddles, nor had any sach ai§^^ 
titles on my ^^ remises. 
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saddles ? — Certainly uot ; I do not think he knows where my 
house of business is. 

Did you ever sliew T^Ir. Cbapeau any saddles you had 
which Mere to be sent to the H eider ? — Never; 
' Examined by the I^rds. 

Had you ever any conversation with Mr. Cliapeau with 

respect to any article whatever you were to funiish to any 

of the contractors to Government at the time of the expe-" 

' dition to the Helder r — I think never ; I have not any such 

recollection ; certainly never. 

Do you make any entry in a Family Bible, or in anv other 
way, of the birth and baptism of your children? — 1 really do 
not ; Mrs. Bell has got all that account. 

Were not you in the habit of dining very often in company 
at Lord Berkeley's with Mr. Chapeau r — 1 do not think of 
dining very often with Mr. Chapeau, but of seeing liim 
very often there certainly, coming in occasionally after din- 
ner, or in the evening. 

Can you call to your recollection whether, on such an oc- 
casion as that, yen might have talked respecting your con- 
tracts M ith Government to Lord Berkeley : — I do not think 
I ever did ; I did not like to tell my Lord Berkeley the busi« 
ness that I followed, because 1 did not bke to lead to any 
thing \^hich might ask for a favour of him respecting his 
own regiment ; I never asked him a favour, and would not 
' lead to my business. 

You say you met ilrs. Chapeau onre at Cranford House ? 
—I did. 

AVas Mrs. Chapeau upon a visit in the house at Cran- 
ford r — I conceive she >\ as upon a visit in the house ; siie 
was in the house certainly, and as much upon a visit as I 
was, speaking to Lavly Berkeley in tlie common way. 

Was it only on one occasion you met her there ? — ^I do 
not think it was ever more than upon Oi»e occasion. 

Was Mrs. Bell present ? — I think she was ; t\ie ladies h^^ 
been walking; 1 think they came iu walking tron\ t\\e 
gai dens ; 1 saw her in the parlour speuk\ti2 to Lady l^e^^^* 
ley and to my ^ife; I did not tliink. \t of ^^y great co^~ 
se<]uence, but being deaf it struck my n^x^t^. ^ 

Can you recollect having seen Mis. CJbap^'^^^^ the Uoi^^,^ 
— -I certainly do. ' Digitized by v^OO^ IC 
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Beikeley as a person in his confidence? — Certainly not; if 
he had treated me with the same degree of want of ceremony, 
1 would not have visited him. 

Do you mean that Lord Berkeley took liberties with Mr, 
Chapeau, which you would not have suft'credr — Certainly; for 
instance, 1 have seen Mr. Chapeau come into the room after 
dinner. Lord Berkeley would say, ^* Here comes Mr. 
Scrapeau," for instance, or some nickname of that kind. 

Were not these familiarities of a nature which indicated 
to you great intimacy between Lord Berkeley and ^Ir. 
Chapeau ? — Quite the contrary; there are a number of per- 
sons suffered to come into the houses of great Lords, \\ho 
are treated with familiarity, but not with intimacy and con- 
tidence. 

Can you state any other instances of Lord Berkeley's tak- 
ing liberties with Mr. Chapeau? — I think the general tenor 
of his conduct to Mr. Chapeau was not that which would 
lead me to suppose that he was in his confidence. 

Did you ever see Mr. Chapetiu express any resentment at 
these liberties t — Oh, no. 

Would you generally conclude that nicknames, and lliat 
kind of familiarity, was a proof that the persons who bo 
treated one another were not in a state of confidence ? — If 
they were in a state of equality ; but not in a situation where 
they were in a state of such in. quality as Mr. Chapeau and 
myself were from Lord Berkeley. 

Were you living in the house at the time you saw INIrs. 
Chapeau there ? — I might have been upon a visit there ; I might 
l)e living there certainly ; for when I went to Cranfortl House 
btfore I purchased iny own estate there, just bordering upon 
it, I slept tlicre. 

^ ou slept there at this time ? — I dare say I did. 

Did Mr. and Mrs. Chapeau sleep there at that time.? — Nq, 
I dure Hay they did nr/t; tliey had a little house at Hai lington. 

Did you ever deal in retail r — No, never, in no ai licle. 

Do you know, or have you any reason to believe, that Mr. 
Cliapruu was in the cenlidence of Lady Eerkelcy r — That 1 
do liot pretend to know, otherwise than 1 have stated from 
unnpar-uu-.es: I should tliluk lu-t eeitainlv. On the contrary. 
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name of Tudor without reluctance from Mr. Chapeau ; I 
cannot therefore conceive she would treat any man with her 
contidtncc who called her by a name ^^hich she .sliktd. 

You have s.aid, that in addressing LtiJy Berkeley you 
never recolltrct having u«ed tlie name of Lady Berkeley to 
her; did you use the title Your Ladyship? — I have no re 
coUtction ot that. 

Mrs. Btll neither had nor expected any pecuniary recom- 
peiice for drawing or cleaning picturei? — Cjrtainly she 
never expected any pecuniary remuneration from Lord or 
Ladv Berkeley, nor ever received any. 

Were there ever any presents received r — Mrs. Bell once 
received from Lady Berkeley a Htlle silver sauceboat for one 
of the children, uh j was a great favourite, bat nuthiug I could 
consider as valuable. 

The witness was directed to withdraw. 

TLcn^ELLTS TAYLOR FARREX was called in, aini 
having been sworn, was examined as follows: 

(Mr, Si'tjeaut Best.) What relation are you to William 
Farren, late of Gloucester r — !j;'.t!ier. 

Whom did he marry : — Ann Cole. 

She is dead r — Yes, she is 

Do you know a person of the name of William Tudor :— 
Yes, 1 do. 

As you have stated you are brother of William Farren who 
manied A:in Cole, were you intiniule in the family of the 
Coles: — I was. 

When did you fir«t know the family of the Coles : — I knew 
them before mv brother was married several years. 

At what year did your knowledge of them begin ? — Before 
the year 1780- 

Have you ever heard Tudor, about the year 1780, called 
by the name of Tudor r — Since that ; not in the year 17^0. 

When did you tirst bear that per??on caV.ed by the name 
of Tudor: — After my brother manied Ann Co\e. 

\\'hat year did your brother mairy Ann Cole ?— To v\ve 
best of my knowledge 17^^*2. .. -. 

How soon after vour brother married Nv\tA\ Ann CoW a\A 
you hear Tudor calieti by the name of ^Fudort— V iHiiaV^^^^ 
was, to the best of my recollection, ^784 that 1 W^ 

h<^«rd if Digitized by CiOOQIC 
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State to the Committee in what manner it was done, what 
they said about his name ? — They begini with me first, as to 
my name being Eiiis Taylor Farren, what was the reason of . 
luy being christened with three names, lillis Taylor Farren. 
I made a remark upon that, to know the reason of WilHam 
Tudor Cole. 

Had you ever before this heard either of them speak of 
Tudor by the name of William Tudor Cole? — I had not. 

How long had you known his name was William Tudor 
Cole? — I heard him called Tudor, and I asked for what reason 
he was called Tudor. 

Have you ever since that, heard him called Tudor? — I 
have. 

By whom ? — I heard Doctor Parker cull him so. 

Uo you mean Mr. Parker; the apolhecary of Gloucester ?■— 
I do. 

You have said that Mrs. Farren is dead who was the sister 
of Lady Berkeley r — Yes. 

Have you ever heard Mrs. Farren say any thing respecting 
Lady Berkeley 'ii nmrria<re ?^She did. 
.^ What did you hear Mrs. Farren say ? — I heard my brother 
and she both say Aie was majried to Lord IJerkeley. 

Are you sure you heard that in the year 1785 ? — I am. 

You heard them both say 17B5 that Lady Berkeley was . 
married t© I^)rd Berkeley ? — I did. 

What more did they say ? — Nothing. 

Did you hear that more than once ? — I did not. 

What is your situation in life ? — A farmer and grazier. 

Where do you farm ? — I rent near a thousand a-year of 
Walker Wilkiiis, Esquire, the Member of Parliament for 
Radnorshire. 

Cross examined. 

When weie you first applied to be a witness on this 
subjecti — I cannot exactly say ; it was by Mr. Griflith. 

Did you then to Mr. Griffith give the same account y«u 
have given to day ? — 1 cannot positively say whether I did or 
not. 

How long ago was it you spoke to Mr. Griffith ? — I can- 
not exactly sa}', it was on a Saturday Mr. Griffith called me 
away from niy dinner just as I was about to sit ^P^^r^tflp 
Booth Hall Inn. '^'^"^ ^ o 
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might be a nonth before I came up here ; it was ontt Satv* 
day I perfectly recollect. 

When did you come up? — ^I have come up twice ; I weo^ 
back again. 

When did you comfe up first ? — That I cannot positively 
say^ but I know I have l>een up twice and went hack. I came 
up this last time on Wednesday nioming. 

hi what month was it you first came up ? — In May I should 
expect ; 1 know it was May. 

Do you happen to know whether the claimant had closed 
hi" case when you came up f — I heard Sir Samuel Romilly 
speak when 1 was in the House. 

How long before that had you been brought up to Lou* 
don r — I think two days to the best of ojy knowledge. 

Had you been asked questions by the Solicitor for the 
claimant before that? — I had not. 

Before Sir Samuel Rornilly spoke? — No; I had not. 
Who brought you to London ? — I came without any order 
whatever ; Mr. Bloxsome sp5ke to me, but I came without 
any order. I had business with Colonel Kiney of the Royal 
Artillery to take an estate. « 

When did Mr. Bloxsome speak to you? — I cannot ss^. 
Was it before you heard Sir Samuel Romilly ? I think it 
was. 

Where did he speak to you? — At Gloucester. 
When he spoke to you at Gloucester, did you then tell 
bim what you have related to-day? — I do not think that 
Idid. 

Did you tell him any part of what you have told to-day ?-— • 
1 rather think I did. 

What part? — ^That I lived nearly under the same rw^ aa 
my brother ; and that 1 knew them from the tune they wer^ 
married ; that I knew Tudor Cole ; and that 1 heard m^ 
brother and sistcr»in-law say that Lord Berkeley was manift^ 
to Mary Cole. 

All that you told Mr. Bloxsome whei^ be first apok^e ^ 
you? — Yes; I think I did. 
Are you sure you did ? — Yes. 

ITiat was two days before S'u- Samuel 'RomJUy spokf 

vrai here two days before he spoke. . i^ODOi^ 

Then it must be about a week ago ?- X should thim^ Vt^dr** 
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Did he ask yoa whether Mr. Farren had caUed him so? 
^-^1 do DOt know that he did^ but I told him he had. 

Then why did not you tell him of both equally ? — I cannot 
tell. 

. Did yoo at that time know that the enquiry was goins: on 
respecting the majriage of Lord atd Lady Berkeley ? — 1 did 

BOt. 

When Mr. Griffith came to speak to you^ did not you 
know that ^m enquiry was going on about the marriage of 
Lord and Lady Berkeley r — I did not ; Mr. Griffith came 
to my. bouse for half an hour, and would not tell his busi- 
tiessy in an underhand way, with my wife; he would not tell 
his business; but that is not the first time of Mr. Griffith's 
disgrace ; Mr. Griffith came and asked underhand questions^ 
in an underhand way, and walked about the hou^e, and said 
that was where he spent the younger years of his life; but 
that is not the first time that Mr. Griffith has done things 
that has disgraced him — 1 could tell things that would make 
the house shudder. 

How long did Mr. Grffith stay at your house? — I cannot 
tell ; I was not at home, and did not see him. 

How long was he there when you were at home? — ^He 
never was there when I was there. 

Where did this conversation pass? — In the Booth Hall. 
How long was the conversation ? — About twenty minutes, 
I suppose. 

Did you know that an enquiry was going on about Lord 
Berkeley? — Nothing more than that Sir. Griffith told my 
wife ; 1 will not deceive you any longer \ 1 want to ask ^Ir. 
Farren some questions about his brother and sister-in-law. 
(By a Lord.) Were you presei\l? — -^^^^ . 
Did you hear it .?— N o, 1 did not. , ., .-n .v^at 

Then how dare you swear it ?~I did not know it tiU tua^ 
time I said. *- j 

{Mr. Solicitor General,) Dn vna lU^^ ^"^ ^^^^ ^^""wt 
noi know before that tiine that an ^ nu^y --^r^^^,^^ 
Lord Berkeley's marriage ^-n!^ ''Thet-^^^"^^' vl^CcV^^^^ 

Had not you beard before ^vf "" .^^ ^^'"''"''' 
was questioned?— Never in 1 r.^^° v ' t\.e cro^o^l 

hL not you beard that, r*'^^- 3^^^^ ^^^d 1^ V*^ 

of Gloucester, - hetheVLf/R. T1 %^^ ^''CvJ^'^^^^^ 



And. you never lueard a dispute about the marrk^e of Lord' 
Berkeley? — ^Yes, I tave heard of a dispute, but .1 aev€# 
heard what ihe dispute was about ; and I will venture to 
swear, that Lord nor Lady Berkeley never spoke. to me ill 
their lives ; I have had no communkatiou with them to speak 
to them. 

You are not asked as to the communication with Lord 
and Lady Berkeley, but do you mean to swear positively, 
you did not hear what the dispute was about, till Mr. GriflSti 
came to you ? — To the best of my knowledge, I knew nothing 
of ^t ; I heard there was a dispute at the election, but what 
it was about, God kiK)W8, 1 never knew. 

You never heard that there was a dispute about a marriage 
in 1765 of Lord and Lady Berkeley? — I heard there wm a 
dispute, but I never enquired into it ; I did not expect to be 
called. 

Had you heard of a dispute about the marriage of Lord 
and Lady Berkeley ? — I had heard there was a dispute ; but 
VI hat it was about, I did not know. 

Did you hear the dispute was about the marriage ? — Yes ; 
but not what it concerned m any way. 

Did you hear there was a doubt entertained about that 
marriage ? — Not by any particular person I knew, nor no 
person came to me to say such a thing. 

Did you never hear in the county of Gloucester, that the 
marriage of 1 785 w as doubted ? — 1 heard a rumour that there 
' was sttch a thing. 

When ? — I cannot say. 

How long ago? — I cannot say; I never tfiought of beino" 
concerned in it any way. 

Did you hear it ten years back ? — I canaet say. 

Five ? — I cannot say. 

One year back ? — 1 did not keep the time in my mind. 

Will you swear that you did not hear of the dispute a year 
back ? — I cannot say when. 

Have you not, for more than a year past, heard that thefo 
was a dispute about the marriage ? — 1 do not think I have ; 
the first time I heard it was, I think, when Lord Berkeley 
put up for the county. 

What did you hear ? — ^That there was a dispute. 

What did you hear ? — That the mob went on calling, thaie 
he would not be Lord Berkeley, that I heard. - 
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dmibt whether he \vas to be Lord Berkeley Mas on a donbt 
i^iiether he was a iegirimate or a natural clnid : — I never 
beard of that ; I never asled any questions about it* 

Was not the doubt, whether the prt^sent claimant N^-as a 
child bom in lawful wedlock, wai not that the doubt f— I de- 
clare I iTever heard that mentioned ; 1 heard that there was a 
doubt, but I heard it iVom no particular person whatever ; i 
heard the mob in the street i^oing oa in the streets at the 
election. 

VV hat was the doubt which pr^v^ttled at the election ?— 
^^ hat I heard was^ that Lord Berkeley was bom before mar- 
riage, by the mob, nothing more ; I did not hear no parti- 
eular person ; it was wrote in chalk, or something or 
odier. 

Was it at the county election you heard that the present 
claimant was bom before marriage ? — ^Yes. 

Yon did hear that ?— Yes, I heard it talked of, but no one 
talked of it to me. 

' Did not you hear it a common topic of conversation for a 
considerable time r — Yes ; by the mob in the streets. 

You heard it repeatedly : — Yes. 

Did ^ou not know tliat there existed a doubt of the \alidity 
of that marriage r — I heard diere was a rumour, but no po^cjit 
said any tiling to me about it. 

The following questions and answers of the W itnes* vcsre 

read over. 

'' You recollect that Mr, Griffith spoke to you, and you 
told him about this person s name being Bill ?— 1 do. 

- Will you swear you told him his name had ever ^e« 
Tudor r— I really believe I did .. tf% 

^^". Will you Lear you dulr-I think I ca*. vcnu«e to 

':; W.11 you venture ?->To tl. best of my ^'^^^^S^oi «, 
1 his passed not nianv u^.i ^?^T^ ^** 
l»o.l ,.e I ..,1 s«ea. iLat.^"''^ ^''^ ,,tf ..,V«o*- 

/^a-e i" f" ''''''' " Po^iliveh :_To th^^ ^^t- l^^^'^" .e- 

^r^s^^Z^, ^^^' ^'--'^ ^ able to know -i^'^ 1^ -»V> >^^'^«* **' 

P 1 J '^'^a as Ills name : — I ,.^ , ■ , ij i.it»* r^ . a 

l,^^ ^^otl, Hall. '-'^tUimh told iw* digitized by Gft<a^ caUe* 
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^ You are quite sure now ?— I am as clear as that I stand 
here. 

^^ That you told Mr. Griffilh the first time he applied to 
you, his name was Tudor Cole r — That he was generally 
called Bill or Wi'l, but 1 had heard Mrs. Farren call him 
WiUiam Tudor Cole." 

The Witness was directed to withdraw. 

The Witness was again called in. 

I think you faid in answer to a question put to you, that 
It was in lYSl- you first heard this person called by the name 
of Tudor, was that so ? — To the best of my recollection it 
was, I cannot say positively what time it was, because 1 lived 
next door to them the whole of the time, my brother lived 
next door, Tudor did, and I was backwards and forwards 
the whole of the time. 

Had you known hiii long before 1784- ? — Yes, I was at 
school in 178/^, and came away in llSi*. 

Had you known liiin while he was at school ? — I had 
knrwn him, but not been much with him. 

Had yon ever h( ard any person call him by the name of 
Tuc^or oi Tu'U>i Cole before the year 1784 ? — No. 

Had vou always he rd him called by the name of Bilf, 
Willi-n, or William Cole? — Bill most. 

Had )ou not heard him called Cole before? — Yes, I 
had. 

And never the name of Tudor before ? — Never. 
After the year 1784, did you hear any other person than 
the bi other and sister call him by the name of Tudor?— ^1 
did not. 

How often did you ever hear either the brother or the sia-^ 
ter c-iil him Tudor ? — Not very frequently. 
How often ? — I cannot say. 

Will you swear to having heard them call him so three 
times ? — I think I have. 

N^ipe any person m whose presence you ever heard him 
called Tudor by them ? — I think that man who lived with me 
hjs lieard him as well. 

What man ?— The Serjeant in the North Gloucester 
militia. ^ j 

You mean Roberts ?— Yes. ^'^'^'^^^ by V^OOglC 
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driving cattle together continually, my mother and ray bro- 
ther used to buy a hundred cattle together and divide thera. 

You ne\'er heai d what Roberts was to prove here ?— No* 

You have not talked to him about this ? — No. 

You had not heanl that Roberts was called to prove 
this ? — I sent for Roberts myself to prove this frotn Brist<)l, 
tor I knew that he hai lived with me at the tine, and that he 
had seen Lord Berkeley, and that I had heard him say so ; 
I was ill, and my wife fetched him up. 

When was it they fetdied up Roberts, how long ago ? — I 
think Sunday or Monday last. 

Before last Sunday or Monday had you told any body that 
tbe name Tudor, was the name you )OurseIf hid heaid used 
to this person ? — I cannot say to whom I told it. 

Will you swear that before Sunday you told it to any 
body ?— -To the best of my recollection, I tokl Mr. Grif- 
fith. 

Any body else ? — I really cannot say, but I really believe 
I told Mr. Griflith so in the Booth Hall ; nobody has asked 
me about it but Mr. Griffith, that I recollect. 

Did you ever tell any body before Sunday last, except Mr. 
Griffith, that you had heard him called Tudor ? — Yes, Mr. 
Chcston. 

When ? — I cannot say ; I have been to Mr. Cheston's 
house and drank tea there. 

Was that in the course of the present year ? — Yes, 1 think 
it was. 

You told him you had heard him called by the name of 
Tud©r ?— Yes. 

AVas that before Mr. Griffith spoke to you or not ? — ^1 can- 
not recollect ; it was somewhere about that time, 1 will not 
pretend to say whe her it was or was not. 

Do not you know it was after ? — No, 1 ^^ ^^* ^^ 

Will you take upon you to swear it wasnotatterr to 
the best of my knowledge I may swear it sate. 

Will you swear ?— I cannot swear w^betbet it wa* beiore 
or after. , , - 

After the brother and sister had in vour '^^^^'"'^u lime ^^ 
Tudor, did you afterwards yourself caU J^^ ^^ 
Tudor ?— I d'd not. ii A a» bcjoro 

Did yon after irS* freqneiuJv hear hi*** ^^gSL byCoOolc 
byj_henameof iVjJIiamCoie ?-^Ye, 1 Ji^- .n ..before. 
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Ani you never heard him called Tudor by any body in 
your lite. ?— I <iid not. 

Have you subsequcnlly to 1781«, called him by the name 
of William, or Billy, or Cole ? — I do not recollect to Live 
call«'(i him by the name (»f Tudor in my life, I never 
called him by any name but Bill in my life that I re- 
collect. 

You never had occasion to call him by his sirname ? — 
Ko. 

When did you he^r Mr. Parker call him Tudor ? — In 
the beginning of .!e )rar 1785. 

In whose picscnce did Mr. Paiker call him Tudor ? — Ho 
vas put there with an intention to be apprenticed to Mr, 
Parker* 

In whose presence? — I do not know that I ever heard it 
in any body's prcbcnce. If he w.is at the door and wanted 
lo call him, I have heard him call him Tudor. 

How often have you heard him call him Tudor ? — I do 
not know. 

Can you name any one person now living in whose pre- 
sence Parker ever called him Tudor ? — I cannot. 

You heard both Farren and his wife say, in 1785, that 
Lord Berkeley was married to Ldy Berkeley i^ — Yes. 

Was it told you as a secret ? — Yes, Mrs'. Farren told me 
so. 

Why ? — That Adtr.iral Berkcit y was married to the Ho- 
nourable Miss Lenox, and that his Lordship had promised 
him he never would marry, and that was tlie reason it was 
kept a secret ; that was the reason she told me. 

Have you ever yo rself reported to any body what Farren 
and hid wife have said to you upon the subject of this mar- 
riage ?— -Never but to my mother. 

Is yo.r mother living ?— No, she has. been dead these 
twenty years. 

Do you^remember an enquiry going on in the year 1799 
upon this subject ? — No, I do not. 

Did you ever hear o[ it ? — 1 never heard a syllable of any 
thing till the election. 

You did nnt hear there had been a former enquiry in the 
House of Lv)rds on the subject of Lord Berkeley's mar- 
riage ? — I cannot charge my memory that I knew any thing 
more about than this cli)ih. 
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ibom m"^!.'^' ""* '''•"S 'o Mr. Griffith that I do now 
about Mrs Farren'. telling me that subject. 
V^f>»t subject ?— That her sister was marrier'. - 

talcr,ln7°" "^'^ *'''" >'°" '°" ^'- <^nffilh ?— 1 will not 
"xe upon me to swear that. 

iloi^l"tT'''T '^"'embcr?— No; I was coming in, just 

do nft '",,''°^' Mr. Griffith called me suddenly, and I 

■ falsity "^^ *^'" I would sooner lose my life than state a 

d Jff" F^"? recolLct whether vou told Mr. Griffith of the 
n«. f- }°° °' nrarriage of Farren" and his wife ?— I will not 
posiuvely swear that, I cannot say I did or did not; but I 
»bink to the best of my knowledge I did. 

Cross^xamined by Mr. Attorney General. 

vr. ^"ij w^^ J"*' "°w that to the best of your knowledge 
'I -L ' ^^'"' <^"ffith in the Booth Hall, that in the year 
J -64 you had heard Will Cole called Tudor ?~I told him 
h.J *°P^.'"^e, I cannot pretend to say when ; but I told 
h:m so ,n the Booth Hall. ^ 

Jed °" '^^u^-^ ^ °" ^^^ "'''' ^"° *° ^° ^^^ ^^** °^ y""^ know- 
g^y^^'- . .'"ff pressed afterwards whether you would not 
vear it positively, you said you would swear it positively ? — 
1 said to the best of my knowledge I told him so, and 1 really 
believe to the best of my knowledge I did. 

The following questions and answers were read to the 

Witness : 

,'' You recollect that Mr. Griffith spoke to vc»«. »«* V^^ 
'°' ^r., °"' **»« person's name being Bill ? 1 ^°- . ,^„ 

"Will you swear you told him his name had «^« ^'*" 
rudor — I really believe I did. ^ to 

-; Win you swear you did ?— I think I car* '«'«"*^*'* 

* ' Will you venture ?...To the best of my kr»<=»^'^^^^ 

'^>^' -T-L- , -ft oi «dY 

* * 1 his passed not many weeks ago ?~-To the t*^*"* 

t»^^','/.^,f ^''*^"8^«»'".'^^t. ^ of wy 

^* U 111 you swear it positively ?...To the fc»^^^-te«lgc- 
L^'^'^'Mge, and no ma* can swear h.,. r ».;. i^-r»«=^^^ ,_,«.- 
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" What did you tell hitn ?-^That he was frequently called 
Bill or Will, but he \vas sometimes called Tudor Cole. 

** Yoii arc'^uite sure now ? — I am as clear as that I stand 
here, 

•' That you told Mf . Griffith the first thne he applied to 
you his name was Tudor Cole ?— ^That he was generally 
called Bill or Will, but I had heard Mrs. Farren call him 
William Tudor Cole.*' 

Did not Mr. Griffith, at the time yon gave him these an- 
swers, write a memorandum oF the account which you ren- 
dered him ?"-I believe he did. 

Did not Mr. Griffitli, afier he had written that account, 
read it over to you p.—I think he did ; I am positive he 
did. 

Did you, when that account was read over to you, com- 
plain that any thing was niistated in it, or th^t any thing was 
omitted ?— I cannot say as I did or did not ; not now I won't 
aay as I did in any respect whatever, nor as I did not. 

The witness was directed to withfiraw. 

The Counsel were directed to withdraw. 

The Counsel were again called in. 

The Attorney General requested permission to call Mr. 
Griffith, to state what had passed between him and Ellis 
Taylor Farren. 

Then WILLIAM GRIFFITH was again called in, and 
examined as follows : 

(Mr, Attorney General.) How long have you been an at- 
torney ?— I was admitted in the year 1779, Michaelmas 
Term. 

Have you practised in Gloucestershire since that time ?— 
Nearly from the whole of that time, not quite. 

Have you had a considerable extent of business -P—I have 
latterly, I believe I may say the first office in Gloucester in 
partnership with Mr. Whitcombe and Mr. Phillpous. 

Did you examine the last witness, Farren, for he pur-* 
pose of collecting from him what he knew relative to the 
supposed marriage that ' had taken place between Lord ande 
Ladv Berkeley in the year 1785 ?.— As he was the brother of 
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had been the maternal property of my family, and I found 
his wife at home ; he was not at home, and I certainly had 
conversation with her on the Saturday teven-night. I be* 
lieve the Saturday, if the 15th was on a Saturaa^y, on the 
Saturday after this Committee adjourned for the Easter Re- 
,ces8, 1 saw him at Gloucester ; I enquired for him at iiis inn, 
he was not in the house, I waited some little time and met 
him at the door, he was going in the house to dinner. I took 
him up stairs with me into the dining room, and there I put 
some questions to him, the answers to which, the result of 
which, is contained in this paper. 

The Witness produced a paper and was asked. 

Was that paper read over to him afterwards ? — It wa^ ; it 
was written in his presence, and read over to him. 

Did he make any objection to any part of this paper F-r.- 
Certainly not. 

Did he state that you had omitted any thing in that pam- 
per ? — He did not. 

Was that received from him as the result of the account 
that he could give f-.-It was. 

As of the whole account that he could give ?— Whether it 
"^y be quite the whole I am not positive, perhaps not. 

Every thing material? — Every thing thiat X considered 
niateriaL 

Poes it contain every thing he said relative to the n^ipp of 
•* "<^or being ever given to tliis man ? — Certainly, 

Cross-examined by Mr. Serjeant Best. 

^ "P/c/^omx put any questions of that sort to him ?— -I do not 

j^'^^mh^r' that I did ; I haye sc^e recollection that there 

^b!^^ A^ something mor^ ^bout 0ie marriage, if he kiiew 

i^^t iJm^ ^xiarriage ; and that hp wid he knew nothing of the 

![W^^ xiothing p^rticulv. , ' , c 

t- ''^ y-^^m^ mean tp »ute, that that contain* vbe wboAc ot 
r-^-^r^n S4id ?."I believe it to cont;^\u the whole ot vjVxat 
^«^^^'cia the exception, if ihpre wa^f any thing »^d ^^• 
M^^:^^ »wriage, that he kncw*pptTb\P69^*^Y ^«^^^S^^^ 
'^^^^^ ^as said upon jhat gubiect* ^r. 

Y. >^^^^^ _^arren extremely rcluctair^ to give you iiny *^ 
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Did you observe a reluctance in him ?— -I should think 
myself that there was a reluctance, naturally so from the con* 
nection with the family. 

How long were you and Farren together ? — I should think 
about a quarter of an hour. 

Re-examined by Mr. Attorney General. 

You have been asked as to the questions you put to the 
witness. I ask you only as to the answers which toe witness 
gave to you. Are you sure that the witness did not tell you 
that in 1784 he had heard this man called by the name of 
Tudor ? — Certainly he did not. 

Are you sure, whatever your questions to him might be, 
that he did not in any of his answers, tell you that Mr. 
Farren or Mrs. Farren, or any one else, had informed him 
of a secret marriage between Lord and Lady Berkeley ?— 
He certainly did not tell me so. 

Did he, during that conversation, say Tudor's brother and 
sister called him Tudor ?— No, he did not. 

Examined by the Lords. 

You made this memorandum at the time the conversation 
took place between you and Farren ?— Yes. 

And you read it to Farren ?— Yes. 

Had Farren the paper in his hand, j?r did he read it ?—. 
No, he did not. 

If any questions were put on the subject of the marriage, 
bow came so important a part of the subject not to be re- 
corded in that ?— If there was any thing, it must have arisen 
from this circumstance, that I did not consider^ it of im- 
portance, if he knew nothing at all upon that subject; it 
must have arisen in that way. 

Have you a recollection of the questions you put to the 
witness upon that occasion ?-— I could not particularize 
merely general questions. I must have asked him first what 
he knew of the family, if he knew the family, and then 
what became of the brother, and also what his name was, 
?md it is very probable that I might have enquired of him 
other things. ^ j 

From Your, recollection of the oueftions. W'^6^ MPcQg-^^ 
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have brought out, I should think so, that he must have 
been called by one or the other, because it is expressly stated 
that he did not recollect that his surname was ever men- 
tioned ; therefore, by that I should suppose by any body, 
more particularly by the family, because certainly at that 
time I had no idea of Parker. I thii>k I may just add one 
word, that Mr* Farren must have been fully prepared^to see 
me on that day, from this circumstance, that he shewed me 
a lettet, which had been received, I think by his mother, 
from Mrs. Tumour, upon the occasion of his brother's 
death, immediately preceding his death, mentioning his ilU 
ness, and that it was impossible he could live ; he had that 
letter in his pocket, which he produced when I asked him 
about letters. 

The witness was directed to withdraw. 
The counsel were directed to withdraw. 

Then it was moved to resolve that the chairman of this 
committee do report the evidence of the witness Ellis Taylor 
Farren to the house, when it shall sit ; and also the evidence 
given this day by William Griffith ; and that the witness 
Ellis Taylor Farren be ordered to attend this house at its 
sitting. 

The same was agreed to, and ordered accordingly. 
• The counsel were again called in» 

Then the Right Honourable the Marchioness of SALIS- 
BURY was called, and a chair being placed for her Lady, 
ship, she came to the table, and having been sworn, was ex- 
amined as follows : 

Docs your Ladyship recollect seeing the late LordBerke- 
ley at the play in the year 1791 ?— I do not V^uow exactly m 
what year. 

If your Ladyship does not recollect tb^ Ti±Z^ll^^ 
coIJcct the circumstance of the late X^-i^ ^ ^ 
duciDgthe claimant to vou at f^ 1 ?—--**^" •> t> \\e. 

By what name was^he tl V''^/^3- ^^f '^A^l'SeV 
raid, " Allow me to intvL °'^"'^''.i Jt son V-ovA I> mx*^«^^ 

to you;" or "Give me ?^"'^ ^Y ^^^"^^ ^''"^'"KS. iV^'^ 
Boes your LaclyshiL ^"''«|?introdu^%et ^""^ ^^\S.\c 

»ightP_Lou,d„ife'?ac'.r,^'<^^^^^^^^ 



( 1S2 ) 

Does your Ladyship recollect who brought back that ?— 
Lord Diirsiey, the next morning. 

AVug there any note sent with it ?— r-.No, none. 

Your Ladyship is understood that Lord Dursley brought 
It himself, and there was no note ? — He did, and he saidhe 
had got over into my box and found it, and that his father 
sent liim with it the next day. ^. 

Her Ladyship withdraw. 

JOHN HALE, being sworn, deposed, that he had been 
in the habit of attending Berkeley Church duruig the life of 
Mr. Hupsman, who being in the habit of publishing the 
banns while the bustle and confusion of the people rising 
from their seats after the second lesson continued, they were 
heard with difficulty, and sometimes not distinctly. He 
never heard the banns between Lord Berkeley and Mary 
Cole. 

Mr. THOMAS MERRIT stated that he was in the 
habit of going to Church towards the latter end of 1784^ 
though not every Sunday. Mr. Hupsman he said was very 
quick in publishing the banns. The witness was a tenant of 
the Berkeley family, and had been so for thirty years. Being 
asked. Do you recollect the dinner given to the tenants at 
Christmas, he answered Yes ; and I believe I was tliere most 
of the times. 

Were you there from 1785 to 1790?— I was there the first 
day the birth day was kept ? , 

t>Q you remember the keeping of the birth day of the 
eldest son ? — Yes, very well. 

What was that eldest son called ? — Lord Dursley, and there 
was the name put up at the gates. 

It was understood from the first by the tenants that he 
was to be their future landlord ?~Yes. 

Were you present at the first birth day ? — I cannot say tl^at 
I was at the first ; the second I was. 

How old was the child at that time f— I cannot say. 

Was he brought into the room ? Yes, into the great b^H. 

Then you remember from his appearance what age he 
was ? — I cannot at all. j 

Was he in petticoats ?— .-No ; I cannot jeniember at aMJgl^ 

Was he four years old ? — I cannot say indeed. 
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Had he breeches on? — Oh, I canuot tell. 

You are sure he was under six years of age ? — I cannot 
tell, indeed, positively; I do not pretend to say any thing of 
the kind. 

Was he ten years of age ?— That could not be. 

What age was he then ? — I cannot tell you. 

You are certain he was not ten ? — Not the second year to 
be sure. 

Are you certain he was not nine at that time ? — No, I can- 
not tell. 

What is your reason for beii^ certain he was not ten, but 
hesitating whether he was nuie ?— I cannot pretend to say 
whether he was ten or nine. 

How tall was he r — I cannot tell ; perhaps I might be at 
the bottom of the great hall when he was brought into the 
great hall and shewed. 

You said you saw him brought in ? — Xo, I did not say I 
saw him brought in. 

Did you see him ? — I put my eyes upon him to be sure 
when the rest went to see it. 

In what part of the hall r — In the upper part of the halL 

You are certain you saw him r — Yes, I see'd it. 

Was he carried in? — 1 cannot ttll tiiat. 

Was he on the table ? — I cannot tell whether it was held 
in arms or put upon the table; I do n'>t pretend to say. 

And you cannot pretend to say whether he was ten years 
of age or two years oi a^ef — No, 1 cannot tell indeed. 

And he was called Lord Duisley from the lirst of your 
appearance there! — Yes.. 

And there were letters put up ? — Yes, the inside of the 
lodge. 

The naMe of I-ord Dursley ? — Yes, for us to see coming 

\\\.. v*erti/iC %%ord>?— L. D, I Klleve. 
J,^ • ,p^Xo, it \\£tii large Itlters m hrrit of the lodge. 
iJ pallet e ^^^^^ lamps abo..t the phce g-ave Vis^tt 
to Jp^^' 

\^' ^^yters ia rx?n and mk or painted'— >^o, \V^^ 
^^'^^O^^'^^^naud^^^^ X cannot tell wiiat lhu> were c^om- 



y^Of .L..^^nt\^ -^earsa-o?-Yes, at leaot as much as|e 
tit. ^ii ^^ 



K ^^ ^- ^^ ttvefit3. :3rears ago r 
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What colour were tliose letters?— I cannot pretend to say; 
I never thougl^t of coming up to this house. 

-At what time of the day was it he was brought in? — In 
the evening after dinner. 

What time of the day was the dinner ? — At two o'clock 
W3.S the time, but rather after two. 

Was he brought into the room ? — Yes, he was brought 
into tiie room after dinner by some of the family, the 
servants. 

Was it proclaimed that he was brought into the room ?- — 
Yes, he was brought in. 

Was it told the tenants that Lord Dursley was brought in ? 
—I do not know how we came to hear of it, but there it 
was, and then wc did draw up to see it. 

You went and s^w the child ? — Yes I seed'd the child. 

You are sure you saw the child ? — Yes I see'd him. 

Cannot you tell whether that child was carried, or was 
placed upon the table? — Upon the head of the table; but I 
cannot tell whether he was brought in arms or on his feet. 

You saw the chihl ? — Yes, but I do not recollect in what 
manner he was brought in ? 

Was there silence proclaimed when the young Lord was 
brought in ? — 1 cannot say. 

Any health drank ? — Yes, wc all drank his health. 

Lord Diirslcy's? — Yes. 

Did you huzza afterwards ?— Yes, of course, three 
huzzas. 

Though you do not remember the size of the child, you 
remember they called out to drink Lord Dursley 's health ? — 
Yes, 1 remember that. 

Who called out, my Lord or the steward, or who ? — 
Perhaps the steward, but 1 do not remember exactly; not 
my Lord. 

You remember silence, and then the health drank ? — 
Yes. 

Who madctiie speech ? — I cannot pretend to say. 

There was a speech ? — Yes, but I cannot pretend to say 
wlio it was. 

What \\'?s it about? — About Lord Dursley 's health, and 
then we drank it in a bumper. 

You did do all this from the first? — Yes, as rcgirfarlva* 
the day came. ^ digitized byS^OO^lC 

These leiters in the lodge, were thev in the lodere or out- 
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Was It on a board, or bow ?— t do not remember. 
How can you remember so well it was written?— It Wai 
toot written, it was put up. 

Was it put up in capital letters or small ones ?--— Large. 
Printed letters, or like writing?— I cannot pretend to 

You are sure you saw it more than once ? — Yes. 

Who was the steward of Lord Berkeley at that time ?— 
One Mr. King waS steward some years back, about that 
time ; but I will not pretend to say whether it was he or 
not. 

Do you recollect a steward of the name of Boniface ?— 
We used to know Mr. Boniface as being the steward. 

Do you recollect Boniface being present at such a meet- 
ing ?— -No, I do not ; he was a person I was not acquainted 
with, nor no one. 

Do you recollect whether Lord Dursley was brought in 
by a man or a woman ? 

No, I do not. 

The witness was directed to withdraw. 

NICHOLAS HICKS being called in and sworn, ,was ex- 
amined as follows : 

What business are you ? — I was admitted an attorney. 

What have you been besides an attorney ? — A farmer I 
have been lately. 

Were you acquainted with the late Mr. Hupsman ?— • 
Very well. 

Have you ever seen him write ? — ^Ycs. 

Have you ever lent him money ? — ^Yes. 

Did you take any securities from him ? — ^1 bad two notes 
of hand. 

Did you see him write those notes of hand?— 1 did. 

The registry of the marriage of Lord Berkeky was shewn 
to the witness, and he was askeH , u v,.^ 

Do you mean the latf» \r . « -1^^^^^ ^ * 
that thi/i. Lord Berkelel\YS°r?^5 ,,..,v»e *>avU 

Do you know whose ^Ja ■"'"""^'^ '*^®"^* . he lA^ ' 
ofRicbadB.r„."aJJ?^i;"'"ti''gtbo»^^ me to be W 



f 186 ) 

Then the registry of the banns of Lord Berkeley was 
»!iewn to the witness, and he was asked. 

Look at the entry of banns, and tell in whose hand-writing, 
the whole of that entry is ? — Mr. Hupsman's, as far as my 
belief, according to what I was used to as his writing. 

Do you mean to speak of the signature merely ?— -No, 
the whole. 

Of the whole of the entry of the banns ? — Yes. 

You believe the whole to be the hand- writing of Mr^ 
Hupsman, the late Vicar of Berkeley ?— I do. 

Cross examined. 

Have you frequently seen him write ? — I have received 
letters from him, and have seen him write. 

You are very well acquainted with his band-writing, are 
you ?-— I have received several letters from him, and have' 
seen him write. 

Did you take particular notice how he used to make the 
capital letters of his name? — His A he used to make in a* 
particular way. 

The A in Augustus ? — Yes. 

And the H in Hupsman ?— I never took particular notice. 

Show how he used to make the H in Hupsman, so as tcr 
shew the manner in which he made it ?— As to imitating 
his hand-writing I cannot do that. As far as nay conscience 
leads me, it is Mr. Hupsman 's ha»id- writing. I have had several 
letters, and I have seen him write ; I hare seen him sign big 
name. 

Can you or not judge of the letter H in Hupsman, 
whether it wa-^ his hand writing or not ?-— I think the whole 
of what I saw in his signature was his hand-writing. 

Have you taken sufficient noti'ce of the manner in which 
he used to sign his name, to notice the manner in which he 
made the H in Hupsman ?— No, I never singled out any 
letter ; but it appears to me to be his hand-writing. 

Can you say that the H in either of those books that have 
been shewn you was formed in the same manner in which 
the H used to be formed by Hupsman in the signature of 
those which you have seen ? 

The witness was directed to withdraw. 
Mr. Serjeant Best submitted to the court that the booL 
nncrht to be shewn to the witness before he answered thatJ^ 
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You have not been at Spring Gardens lately, have you ?-^I 
Ijave not, not to converse with any bcdy on the subject. 

Have you been there ? — I have been there several ti^nes. 

Have you been living there ?-*-No, I never ate nor drank 
there in my life. 

Whom did you go to there ? — I saw lady Berkeley, 

Do you mean to say you havfe not talked with any body 
since you came to London as to the manner in which Hups- 
man wrote ?— I have not. 

Have you been present when any examination was going 
on as to the hand- writing of Hupsman ? — I was here part 
of yesterday. 

You mean the last time the witnesses were examined here? 
Yes. 

Did you then hear a description of the manner in which 
the letters were made ?— -1 did not; I he^id a talking about 
an A, that is what I heard. 

What did you hear talking about an A ?— About the shape 
of the A, but I do not know w here it was nor whdt it was ; 
J heard you putting the question. 

What was the particularity in the letter A ? — Mr. Hups- 
nian had a veiy particular way of making his A, 

In what respect ? — A bit of -a shoulder ; 1 can poi.'^t it 
oat. 

. C^n you point it out on paper ? — I should rather do it 

^oirjt out the sort of thing you are describing ? — No, I 
_ ^^^ know that I can, but his A was far ilifferent from 

j/^ h^h^i^ -way? — ^There was a kind of a shoulder at top. 
stjj,^ yo^^ mean the top of the letter A ? — Yes, in the 

i^^tjn ^fac capital letter of Augustus ?-— No. in the small a. 
f^^\ h/cl^ -^^ ^^ y^*^ mean? — la writing tLe small baud he 

^^/ij-^ ^^ ^riifferent. 
jhic^ ^f^^rt of the signature ?-..It is in t\^e banns. 
V \^hi ^^ ^^ J^art of the signatui e do yotx speak of ; there ate 
\ h' ^^^^ *^ ^^ Augustus Thomas Hi-fcpsroan? — ^ *^^ ^^ 
Mf ^ :tzm.i^ signature particularly, biat fc general Vxatv^' 

Y> ^^ »^^Xe notice how he fonDed t: bei4? bT^b^f^^^ 
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The A to what word do you speak of F-r-Thc ^to Au- 
gustus. 

The first lettpr in CZugustus ?— -Yes. 
Hqw did he make it ?— Not long in this way [defcrihin^ 
It on the paper) h. • 

What was not long ?t— It was not a long A, it was a short 

Q for a capital. 

Was there any thing particular in making that sort of At 
that you noticed ?7— Not that I took particular notice of. 

I mean the manner of for^ning that sort pf letter ?-— No, 
not altogether in particular; I never took particular notice. 

Did you ever take notice whether it was his habit in writing 

the (I in Augustus, to make the down stroke from the O. 
from the top or the middle, or the lower part of the O ?-— I 
never took notice whether he made it one way or the other, 

k was that kind of d. 

Did you take notice at all of the manner in which he 
wade the H. in Hupsman ?— Never in my life. 

Did you ever take notice whether the first stroke of the 
H. was by Hupsman made with a loop, or without a loop ? 
—I never took notipe, nor never compared his hand-writing 
with the rest, nor never saw the fegister but once before 
now, and never saw it more than five minutes. 

Is there any particular letter in the signature which you 
could describe as particularly recollecting wh^t his hand- 
writing was ? — The whole of the signature to both appeaifs 
to be his. 

You cannot fix with respect to awy one letter? — His tf 
1 have spoken to. 

You have been an attorney ?— Yes. 

Do you know the Reverend Mr, Hickcs?— Yes. 

Was he your brother ? — Yes. 

' Do you remember applying to him for about J^SOO for a 
client of yours?— No. 

That Hickes owed a client of yours ? — No. 

Digitized by LjOOQ IC 
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Will you swear it ? — I will ; I ha.ve sworn it. 

That you did not apply to your b: other for ^300 fcr a 
fupposed client of yours, on that application ? — No, not to 
the best of my recollection. 

Di J you ever receive any sum of monc)* from your bro- 
ther ? — By his orders, I may. 

By whose orders ? — My brotlier's orders. 

I ask of a sum of money due from your brother to a 
client of yours? — Oh, I never did. 

Whether you made any application for a sum of money to 
your brother, as being due to a client of yours? — Nevcr^ 
to the best of my knowledge. 

Whetmore, or some such name as that ? — Never. 

Did you never apply and receive a sum of moi^ey, stating 
it to be called tor by a client of yours of the name of Whei- 
more ? — No. 

You never did at any time ? — No. 

Do not let us misunderstand one another; I mean a sum 
of c£3C0, or thereabouts ? — No. 

How long has your brother been dead ? — I do not know 
hew many years, three or four years. 

Where do you live now ? — lutown. 

You are a farmer, did not you say ? — No, I was a farmer. 

What are you now ? — 1 am in no employ now. 

How long have you been out of employ ?— ^About three 
months. 

Living in London without employ ? — 1 have had em-. 

W hat employ ? — Agentleman in the City. 

To write tor a gentleman in the City? — Xo, not to wTite 
for him, out in the country with him. 

What was your employ last before that ? — A farmer. 

W here ? — At Stone. 

How long ago ? — I think it was in November. 1 left the 
farm October or November. 

Do you know Mr. Marklove? — Y«s. 

Did you ever get any money from him at any time ? — 
No.- 

NcM- firom the Bank for him ? — No. 

You swear that ?— -Yes I have, and will swear it. 

Within the last six months? — No. ^. .^. ^^ GoOqIc 

You have not obuiued anv monev from him or !rc& tn^o 
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Who paid it t6 the Bank again ? — It was paid into the 
Bank at Bristol, it was a draft at th^ee montlis. 

Who repaid the Bank that money which you had got, did 
you repay it or anybody else ? — I repaid it. 

How came you to repay it ? — Paid it into the Bank ?it 
Bristol, where it was due. 

Did you repay it before you were spoken to on the sub- 
ject? — Yes; I never owed them the money when they 
charged me with it. 

Who charged you with it? — Mr. Marklove ; he said there 
was a mistake of a hundred pounds between the Bank and 
the Bank at Bristol, and it was a draft of mine. I told him 
it was ever since last April ; and they had the money a long 
while ago, and I had their draft again. 

Did you pay the money before this circumstance was no- 
ticed, that you had got this hundred pounds by the bill?— ^ 
Yes, paid it into this Bank ^t Bristol. 

It was finally cleared up to be a mere mistake? — Not 
with them; they say ^hey are a hundred pounds out of 
pocket. / 

Who say that ? — ^The bankers at Berkeley. 

By your means ?r— I cannot tell. 

Re-examined. 
Did you draw out any money which you did not return ? 
— No, I did not; I paid it into their Bank at Bristol. 
What is the peculiarity in the A you spoke of ?-—That he 

made a round CI instead of a long A. 

An A like a small a. 

Examined by the Lords. 

You having said you had seen Mr. Hupsman sign two 
' promissory notes, and that you have had letters from him, 
and being acquainted with the general character of his* hand- 
writing, have you, taking into the account the particular mari- 
ner 111 which he has made the (t^ any fnanner pf doubt that 
that is writing?— I have not the least doubt in the world. 

Then the registry of the marriage of Lord Berkeley was 
again shewn to the witness, and he was asked. 
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When did you cease to be an attorney P—^Twenty years 
ago. 

Did you commence as a farmer immediately ? — Yes* 

Under whom? — Mr. Jenkins. 

Always the same? — Yes. 

And continued to last November ? — Yes. 

Why did you leave it ? — I could not keep it* 

Was your lease expired? — 1 had no lease. 

For want of means you would not continue it ?-.-No. 

Did you come immediately to London ?-^No ; I was a 
quarter of a year in the countr}'. 

Where ? — ^At a place called Kingswood in Wiltshire. 

What were you doing there ? — Nothing. , 

What was the cause of your going to Kingswood ?— The 
fear of being arrested. 

With whom did you live at Kingswood? — I took a room 
there. 

You were in concealment there ?.— Yes. 

How long did you stay at Kingswood ? — I cannot say 
exactly. 

When did you quit Kingswood?— I think in February. 

Did you come immediately from Kingswood to town ?-— 
Yes. 

How did you come? — By the coach. 

Where did you come to in London?— To the Bell 
Sava^re. 

What did you do as soon as you came to town ?— I took 
private lodgings, and went to a friend of mine in the City» 
who promised to get me a situation with a friend of his in 
the country as a steward to look over his lands, and he has 
advertised three times in the paper for me. 

Have you been employed by any body ?— No more than 
this gentleman, Mr. Hodgetts. 

How has he employed you ? — By writing letters in his 
counting-house; and he has a counting-house, and 1 have 
been there a little. 

Do you know how you came to be sumraot^ed as a witness - 
here? — I received a letter from my vrife, sa>'^^^> ^^^^ ^^^^^^ 
was an anonymous letter sent to your L.oxAsVv\ps, o^ ?^^ 
and such people coming up to give evidexxce a^^^^^^ '^\ 
Berkeley; and I went and told Lady B^xVeXey, tb^^ ^* ^ 
«aw the registry. 1 believed I could t^w-^ar 
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When did you tell Lady Berkeley of that ?— Oh, sdtn^ 
lime after March. • 

After last March ? — ^Ye4. 

When ? — I think in the month of April. 

It was in Spring Gardens you went to Lady Berkeley ?— 
Yea. 

And you there told her you could swear to Hupsman'j 
band -writing ? — ^Y^s* 

And that was what passed between you ? — Yes. 

Did any thing more pass as to any evidence you would 
give here? — No. 

But you said you thought you could swear to the hand-' 
writing of Hupsman ? — ^Yes, from having seen him write, 
and received letters from him. 

The following questions and answers of the Witness were 
read over: 

'• Have you been conversing with anybody lately as to his 
hand- writing?^ — I have not. 

•' You have not been at Spring Gardens bitely have you ? 
*-*-! have not; not to converse with anybody on the subject. 

*' You have been there? — I have been there several 
V times. 

** Have you been living there? — No, I never ate nor 
drank there in my life. 

•* Whom did you go to there ? — I saw Lady Berkeley. 

'* Do you mean to say you have not talked with anybody 
since you came to London, as to the manner in which Hups- 
man wrote ?-^I have not.** 

The Witness was directed to withdraw. 

Then it was moved to resolve, That the Chairman of this 
Committee do report the evidence of Nicholas Hickes, to 
the House> when it shall sit; and that the said Nicholas 
Hickes be ordered to attend this House at its sitting. The 
same was agreed to and ordered accordingly. — Adjourned. 

MARGARET THOMPSON, being called in and 
sworn, was examined as follows: 

You are the wife of Mr. James Thompson ? — Yes. 
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Do y(m remember seeing at any time a pereon of the 
name of Edge ; Mrs. Edge ? — She took my lodgings in that 
name. 

In what year? — In 1792. 

Is there any circumstance which enahles you to fix that 
date? — Only by the birth of my child; I could not tell but 
for that. 

That was in the year 1792? — He was born in the year 
1791, it was the spring afttr. 

What was the name of that son ? — Harry Williams 
Thompson; he was bom in July, and this was the spring 
ibjlowing ; I cannot tell the month. 

Did N^rs. Edge tafce a part of your lodgings in Portland* 
etreet ? — Yes. 

Did she remove from those lodgings aftenvards? — She 
did not stay with me above two months ; I cannot tell exaaly 
the time. 

Did anybody live in the lodgmgs besides Mrs. Edge ? — 
She had a young lady with her of the name of Walton; 
Miss Walton she called her. * 

Had she any young gentleman wjth her at th^ same time ? 
»— Xo, indeed, she had not. 

Did you ever see her afterwards ?t- Yes, 

Where ? — I removed from ilJat house into Grafton-street, 
Fitzroy-square, and she came to lodge with me in the No* 
veraber following. I remember pretty well that it was in 
that month, but I cannot tell exactly the month so as to sweat 
to it. 

In the same year? — Yes. 

How long did she lodge with you tben? — ^Till the spring 
following. 

Did you, at any time while she was there, see a person of 
the name of Tudor ?— Yes, as her brother. 

Where was it you saw him ? — 1 saw him first in Port* 
Jand-street. 

When Mrs. Edge was living with you in Portland-Street ? 
— Yes. 

Did be then come to visit hif •btcr ? — H^ called upoxi 
her. 

Once, twice, or several times P-r-l cannot teW; it w» rxot 
^fteflJ think. (7ooalp 
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Did he take his meals with her occasionally ? — Very 
eeldom. 

Did he at all ? — Yes, I believe he has; I did not attend 
her, it was the servant attended her, but I think he has as far 
as 1 have heard. 

Have you seen them together ? — Yes; I have seen them 
walk out together. 

Did they appear to be on a friendly footing like brother 
and sister? — I believe so ^ 1 have seen them gd out; 1 can^ 
not tell any thing Further. 

Did you know a M»8. Clayburn ? — Yes. 

Did you know what her name was before it was Clay^ 
burn? — No; she came to my house with a gentleman who 
was called Major Clayburn, 

Whom did they come to visit at your house? — Mrs« 
Edge. She told me she was her sister. 

Who told you so ? — Mrs. Edge told me Mrs. Clayburn 
was her sister. 

Do you remember seeing Mrs. Cutting or Mrs. Taylor at 
any time at either of those houses ? — I have heard of them. 

Did you see them there ?— I have seen them come in an4 
go out. 

At which house P—In Grafton-street. 

Mrs. Taylor and Mrs. Cutting?— Yes, by thosq names J 
have heard the servant say. 

You say you saw a person of the name of Wahon ?— A 
Miss Walton whp was like her companion ; a young lady 
that she kept with her. 

Do you know whom she married afterwards ?— I have 
heard she married Mr. Tudor, , but I have never seen hcf 
since. 

Do you remember Mrs. Edge hiring a female servant be- 
fore she went to Ireland ?-'-I do not know any thing of it 
more than that she did hire one. 

She hired a servant to ^o to Ireland with her? — Yes. 

t)id that servanfreturri afterwards?— To the best of my 
recollection I think she did, but I cannot exactly say. 

Do you remember Mrs. Edge afterwards marrying?— 
Yes. 

Whom did she marry ?— Mr. Hay ward. 
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6ro8s-«xainiiie(L 

(low early in 1791 do yoU remember Mr. Tudor coming 
Acre ? — In 1792 it was when he came there. 
, {By a Lord.) Did Mr. Cutting inhabiC your bouse ?•«- 
Aner Mr. Hayward married he was in my house for a 
month or two to lodfi;e. 

Are you to be understood that Mr. Cutting did not inhabit 
that house at the lime that Mrs. Edge inhabited it?— No* 

Do you recollea when it was that Mrs. Edge nianied 
Mr. Hayward? — She went to Ireland from my house; I do 
iiot know exactly when she returned, but the yeaur after I 
believe. 

Do you know where she lived at the time she married 
Hayward? — Yes; they furnished a house in Devonshire^ 
street. No. 8. 

Do you knbw whether Mr. TudOT was present al the 
marriage ?— I cannot tell. 

Was he then in the habit of visiting his Bist9?-««>I cannot 
tell. 

You said there was a young lady of die name pf Walton, 
a companion of Mrs. Edge ?— Yes. 

Did she act likewise in the capacity of « servant ?-^No^ 
not in any respect^ 

Did you know that young woman when she went by the 
name of Lydia Sharpe?— No. 

Do you know what her Christian name was7*«*I think 
Mrs. Edge used to call her Lydia. 

Do you know when Miss Walton Was m^ed ?<«^o» I 
do not indeed. 

Do you know whether Mils Walton ever |ived with Mrf • 
Claybum?--No, I do not. 

You are understood to have said that Miss Waltop was « 
companion of Mrs. Edge ? — ^Yes. 

Do you mean as a companion that she dined fl table 
with her ? — Yes. 

Or was she a servant ? — She was no serv^mt \ she dined 
with her and walked out with her. 

Then MARY OLD ACRE was examined as follows v 
Did you ever live in the family of Lord Berkeley ?— T^^^j^ 
Nearly seventeen years. _ .. _ \. ^ 
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When did you go into the family of Lady Berkeley atf 
laundry maid ? — In June 1794. 

What room of the Castle did Lady Berkeley generally 
sit in ? — In her dresting room. 

When her Ladyship sat in that room, was she in the habit 
of locking the door ? — Sometimes. 

Do you recollect that more than once or twice ?— Ye^# 

Do you remember Mrs. Price ? — Yes. 

Do you remember Mrs. Price leaving the service ?— 
Perfectly. 

Do you recollect when Mrs. Price left the service* 
whether she expressed any displeasure at the conduct of 
Lady Berkeley ? — Not in my hearing. 

As you lived IC or 17 years at Berkeley Castle, you must 
recollect instances of the family leaving the Castle to come 
to Lonck^n ? — Yes. 

Upon these occasions, were orders given to take away 
ill the things i or were the things belonging to Lady Berke- 
ley taken away ? — Not in my time ; Lady Berkeley wished 
us to take away as few things with us as possible. 

Were the greater part of the things that were used left at 
the Castle ?— We left some at the Caslte, and some at Cran- 
ford. 

Do you recollect Lord Berkeley's illness? — Do you 
mean at his death ? 

No, a former illness ; some years before his death ?— I 
think he had been ill in London two years before he died. 

Do you recollect any former illness of Lord Berkeley's i^ 
— *I recollect he was very ill some years ago in Spting 
Gardens ; but I cannot exactly recollect the time. 

You have no recollection of his illness in the country ? 
fp— No, 1 have not. 

Did you ever see any letters written by Mrs. Price to . 
JLady Berkeley ?— No. 

You say you recollect Mrs. Price leaving the family ; did 
Mrs. Price express any anger in your hearing ? — No, not 
in my hearing. 

Were you the person that had the care of the linen ? — No, 
I had not. 

Do you know any thing of the marks Lady Berkeley had 
nn her linen ? — Her linen was numbered but not markerl. [c 
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Did yeu ever see the letter T. on any of I-ady Berkeley's 
linen ? — No, I never did. 

If the letter T. had been upon the linen, from the ob- 
servaUon you bad opportunity of making upon the linen, 
must you have aeen it ? — I think I must ; I hved in the 
nursery, and the clothes were always brought there to be 
mended. 

And you never did see the letter T. upon them? — No, 
that 1 never did. 

Was it prior to 1795 or 1796 you were employed to mark 
the linen ? — I cannot say. 

You do not know whether it was prior or subsequent to 
1795 or 179f3?— No. 

Where did Lord Berkeley live in London at the time of 
your marking ? — At Spring Gardens. 

At the lime you marked ? — At the time I came into the 
family. 

You were not in the family till Lord Berkeley lived ia 
Spring Gardens ?— No. 

What was the mark you did put ? — For her Ladyship 
M. B. and a coronet. 

Who had the principal ascendancy in tl^ family. Lord 
or Lady Berkeley ?— Lady Berkeley with respect to the 
children and the servants. 

Have you been often in the church at Berkeley ? — Yes. 

Did all the servants of the Berkeley family sit on the 
^me seat ?— -No ; there was a seat for ttc family, and 
two seats for the ser\'ants. 

What distance was the servants' seat from the reading 
desk ? — ^The distance of this room I should suppose. 

As far as to the further end of the room ? — I mean that 
way (the long way). 

When you went into the family first, it was in the year 
1794? — Yes, it was. 

Did Lady Berkeley then go by the name of Lady Berke- 
ley in the famity ? — No. 

By what name did she go generally ? — Miss Tudor. 

When did you first fcar Lady Beikeley ca\kd Lady 
Berkeley in the family ? — 1 think it was 17 9 O. 

What period of the year 1796 ? — About avjkiutt^^*^^^^^'^ 
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i-ccollect marking any thing for her, when I first went into 
the family. 

At what period can you say, that you marked the linen 
with M. B. and a coronet ? — I cannot say at what perriod. 

Was it before or after she was called Lady Berkeley ?— 
After. 

Colonel JOHN WEST being called in was examined 
as follows : 

Were you acquainted with the late Lord Berkeley ?— I 
was. 

Did the late Lord Berkeley speak to you confidentially 
lespecting his affairs? — No, not confidentially respecting his 
affairs. 

Do you recollect having had any conversation with Lord 
Berkeley at any time previous to the year 1799, respecting 
the legitimacy of the present claimant ? — I do. 

Have the goodness to state that conversation, when 
It was, as nearly as you recollect, and where ?~I was 
accustomed from my acquaintance with Lord Berkeley's 
house, lo be intimately acquainted, not only wkh him, but 
the present Countess of Berkeley. She frequently wrote 
to me prior to her declared marriage ; in one of her letters 
she mentioned to me that Lord Berkeley — ' 

Hav9 the goodness to state the conversation with Lord 
Berkeley in the first place; when wai it? — In 1797, at 
Weymouth ; I think to the best of my recollection 1797 ; 
I have kept no memorandums of any of these matters; 
their Royal Highnesses the Prince of Wales and Duke of 
York were there at the time. 

Have the goodness to state what then passed between 
Lord Berkeley and yourself? — In consequence of a letter I 
received from the Countess of Berkeley to mention to me 
that Lord Berkeley had a secret to communicate to me, one 
morning at breakfast I mentioned to Lady Berkeley, ** You 
*' informed me. Lord Berkeley had a secret to communicale 
*' to me ; what was that secret ?" 

This was in the presence of Lord Berkeley ?— Yes ; it was 
in the presence of Lord Berkeley, reminding Lady Berkeley 
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V gave mc great satisfaction to know that she was Countesf 
••* o\ Berkeley ; but pray, my Lord, will you allow me to 
•• ask you one question ; when could you have done this; 
•* when could you have introduced that lady as Countess 
•• of Berkeley to me ?*' I do not know exactly the number 
of years, but he says, ** Eleven or twelve years prior to that 
*' lime;" then savs I, ♦' My Lord, am I to understand by 
*• that your eldest son illegitimate." " I mean that you 
•• should understand that positively that it was so." 1 then 
expressed my satisfaction again, and begged leave to tell 
this ; ** Will you allow me, my Lord, to tell this ; to talk of 
** it abr(F»ad?" says he, ** You may." Knowing a lady I 
might tell it to, which was the same as putting it into the 
paf>ers. I immediately went, and informed the Prince of 
Wales of it ; the Prince of Wales was informed of it that 
morning at Weymouth. 

" Was that all that passed upon that occasion ? — That was 
all that passed upon that occasion. 

Had you been acquainted with Lord Berkeley for several 
years prior to this year 1797 ? — A great many years. My 
first acquaintance with Lord Berkeley was, I think, in the 
year 177i?, on the death of Lord Berkeley of Scratton, who 
Jeft a considerable fortune to Lord Berkeley, an4 a small 
legacy to me; since which time 1 have received great 
fnendship from Lord Berkeley. 

From the manner in which you had seen Lord Berkeley 
^reat Lady Berkeley, prior to the year 1797, in what character 
had you considered Lady Berkeley ? — I considered Lady 
Berkeley to be treated with the utmost respect, in every 
point possible, for 51 man to treat his wife ; I have no reason 
10 think otherwise ; I was much at the house. 

Were you the person who introduced J-ady Berkeley to 
Mrs. Bell ; how did you introduce herP^-l took her to the 
house to see the pictures of Mrs. Bell ; Mrs Bell painted 
very well ; ' she had painted a portrait of me, and several per 
SODS ; I took Lady Berkeley to the houac vo see the pic- 
tures. 

Oo you recQllect when it was ?— I tUxtv\-'^V ^2* ^^^^ Y^^^ 
J79J. 

W^hen you took her to see Mrs. BeU'*^ ^Vcimes, siax^ ^^ 
Ihe House how vou introduced her?— -"'^^^\*- ^^^^ toew tt^> 
ai2ri/nacy in Lord Berkeley's house I m ^tit^o^^^ ^^^^ ^ V^^ 
l^'Y great reason to bcUeve there was a secret niatnag^e Vro^ 
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Lord Berkeley treated that Lady ; and from hints I had from 
her, but not that I could say any thing positive as to the 
marria ]t\ it was rather some little presumptive proof I may 
callli. I vvas anxious to have Mrs. Bell acquainted with 
hAv Berkeley, in order that Lady Berkeley might have some 
acquaintance to visit. 

You hdve in the last answer spoken of hints given by 
Lady BcrkcLy, were any sucj hints given to you by Lore! 
Berkeley ? — None. 

Were any oF the hints given by Lady Berkeley, given in 
Lord Berkeley's presence ? — I do not think they were, 
. Do you recollect any conversation relative to the marriage 
in the presence of Lord Berkeley, prior to that in 1797 at 
Weymouth ?-i— I do not. 

Did you yourself speak to Lord Berkeley on the subject 
prior to 1797? — I hav-e often mentioned to Lord Berkeley 
how much it hurt me calling that lady by the name of Miss 
Tudor; but I had lio satisfactory answer to that. 

Do you recollect the words of any answer that you had 
upon any of those occasions ? — I think I recollect his saying 
that in time I should know more of it, something to that 
purpose; I am not very clear; I think Lord Berkeley has 
said so to me, '' in time you will know more of this busi- 
ness.** 

That was when you had said to Lord Berkeley that it hurt 
you to call that lady Miss Tudor ?--^It was. 

Cross-examined. 

Was that expression you last mentioned a short time be-? 
fore 1797, that Lord Berkeley said, ** in time you will hear 
more of this business ?" — I cannot answer that question as to 
time. I was frequently with Lord Berkeley on shooting 
parties and others ; but as to the time, or really as to the 
exact words, I cannot speak ; it only impressed an idea on 
my mind that there was something between them that J ^ould 
not well fathom. 

You are understood not to be positive even that the words 
were spoken at all ? — Yes ; I think I am very positive the 
words were spoken. 

What words were spoken?-—! believe I must spea 
doubtfully ; but I think the words were spoken both-by^Lord 
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what period of titoe it Wat that Lord Berkdey said any thin J 
to that eflfect to you ? — It was certainly prior to 1797, cer- 
tainly, considerably prior to that ; it may have been two pr 
three years. 

Can you at all fix the date more precisely than tKat ?— 
Upon my word I do not think I can. 

You spoke of being acquainted with Lord Berkeley fron^ 
die year 177:e ? — Yes. 

You fy/.e acquainted with Lord Berkeley when he lived 
with MrsL Bailey thenr — I never visited Lord Berkeley 
while he- lived with Mrs. Bailey. I was abroad on the 
American War ; when I returned, I visiied Lord Berkeley^ 
but she was not then with him. 

At what time did you return from abroad ? — In the year 
1180. 

In the year 1780 were you in habits of intimsrcy with 
Lord Berkeley? — From 177^ I corresponded with him 
while 1 was in the West Indies. 

Upon your return in the year 1780, did you much live 
with Lord Berkeley then ? — I did not much live with him 
because he kept no house ; at least I did not know it ; I met 
him in a variety of houses, particularly Lord Uxbridge's* 

You did not know enough of Lord Berkeley to know 
whether Mrs. Bailey was living under his protection then ?— - 
Yes, I have heard of Mrs. Bailey ; but I was never intro- 
duced to her. 

In the year 17S0 ? — It was 1780 or 1782, I believe, that 
he quitted her. 

Can you at all speak to that ? — ^No, I cannot. 

At any time prior to the year 1796 can you state whether 
this lady went by any other name than Miss Tudor? — 
Never. I never could say that she went by any oihec name j 
I had no authority to call her by any other name ; 1 believe 
she did go by thit name by several people. There were in- 
stances of persons calling her Lady Berkeley* 

Did you ever hear any body ^*^ ^^^ ^^^^ Berkeley ?— I 
have. 

Who ^^l think in n,y visits to Mrs. Bell she has cenamly 
been announced as Ladv ft.^^-el^v. ^ ^ , 

Jbat was ^"bsequenttotb"^ iotroduclion of course ?- 
Was there any fc^,,,. , . _^ t^rs. Bell that you n^w ^Ic 



ley prior tp the year 1796 ? — I do not think there is any one 
I cbuld name. 

Were you in the habit frequently of dining at Lord 
Berkeley's table ? — Very frequently. 

When th^t lady was present ? — Yes. 

Taking several meals there from the intimacy that subsist- 
ed ? — Yes, 1 slept in the house sometimes in the country, not 
in't(5wn. 

Which house ?— At Cranford and Berkeley. 
■ And during those visits all the persons in theV^mlly— all 
the servants in the family — mentioned her as Mis;. Tudor ? 
~--I question whether I ever said plump Miss Tudor, I said 
Mci'am. I understood she had always gone by that name. 

When the lady was not herself present and you had occa- 
sion to speak of her, by her name, did not you and all others 
^peak ot her by llie name of Miss Tudor ? — Yes. , 

In what respect was it there was any treatment of this lady 
^vhich indicated her being treated by Lord Berkeley as his 
wife ?^--Having tlie sole management ®f the house. Not only 
iliat, but the care of his estates, and the letting of lands and 
other things. 1 t0(;k rides with Lady Berkeley round the 
country, and she seemed to have the management of the 
whole estate about Berkeley Castle. It was from that I 
judged. 

Lady Berkeley had a considerable degree of ascendancy 
iiud controul over the affairs of Lord-Berkeley ?— Yes, she 
iwd. 

Lord Berkeley paid a great deal of respect to and acqui- 
esced in iier advice in his concerns?— In every point. 

That existed during all the time you knew them live to- 
gether ? — I cannot say all the time, for daring the beginning 
of my acquaintance with Lady Berkeley I did not know what 
to make of her. 

By degrees you observed that ascendancy and controul of 
Lady Berkeley to make considerable progress?-— Yes, and it 
was very complete in respect of her government of every 
thing. 

And has been very complete in her government over the 
conduct ol t.ord Berkeley ? — Yes, in every respect. 

Ypu mention this circumstance to have passed at Wey- 
mouth in the year 1797 ? — I think in the year'1797^ but 1 
have no memorandum of the time. Digitized byGoOQlc 

Prior ti) Lord Berkeley's hawuig introduced Lady Berke- 



{ C03 ) 

had you been at Weymouth acquainted with them there ? 
— No, 1 bclie\e that was my first visit at Weymouth to 
Lord Berkeley ; I was then stationeri at the Isle of/Jeisey» 
and came over to pass some weeks with thera. 

You had not been visiting then at WeymoJth in that year 
or at that time prior to^the introduction ? — Let me under- 
stand the question. 

You sta;e that Lord Berkeley introduced Lady Berl;e:ey 
to you as such at Weymouth in the ycdr 171)7 ; had yuii 
been visiting them at Weymouth before that time ? — I 
think, that was my first visit ; 1 was twice at Weymouth with 
him. 

Were the roval farallv there ? — Yes, thev were. 

Do you remember prior to that time any fete being 
j^iven by the royal family at Weymouth ?-^Xo, not by the 
royal ftimily. 

Given by Lord Berkeley to the royal family ? — To the 
prince of \ Wales, not to the royal family. 

Was that prior to the introduction of Lady Berkeley to 
you as Lady Berkeley ? — Upon my word I believe it was 
about the time ; I really think it was upon the same visit I 
made to Lord Berkeley ; but I cannot remember whe* /.er it 
was before or after, nor I do not know how 1 shoaid be 
able to discover. 

How long had you been acquainted with Mrs. Bell before 
you introduced her to Lady Berkeley ? — ^I may say almost 
from her infancy ; she is my cousin-german. 

She is the sister of Mr. Hamilton the painter ?-^Yes, she 
was,* of the late Mr. Hamilton. 

Had she been in the course, before she married Mr. Be*., 
of paintmg pictures in the exhibition ? — ^^^» ^ ^^.^.""^ uY 
her paint, or have any thing to do with pd\nuu^ uU ^^^^_-^ 
marriage, only a little daubing she picked up ^rom nv ^^-^ 
ther. After her marriage her husband ^^^"^'^VT k very 
uncommon genius for painting, and- slae s\\i<i^^^ 
much. >^. 

She had been in the habit of paint iri.^* ^^Te^^T'e vv^. 
fore vou mtrod.^ed her to Lady BerR <^ '^ ^^\- "^ v '-^v -"^- 
for her amusement ; 1 nevi*. A^^^^^ 

light. ^^^' consi^^ . , : 

In that way it was you I'nfr^j i i^ ^^ «^ ^^itkdb^CoOQlc 
Yes. "'^oduccd r* , vt - '. 
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this — " While Lord Berkeley chose to call her Miss Tudor, 
she could not be considered in any other light nhan his 
mistress, and as snch I always thought her ?" — ^^\'^by, 
I cannot say otherwise ; being' called Miss Tudor, I 
could not suppose she was a married woman at tkat time^ 
I mean I coul 1 not be very cenain of it ; I only knew there 
was a secret between ihem^ and they have frequently told 
me there were reasons whv there was a secret. 

Were not those words such as you have very lately said 
upon this subject ? — Why, yes ; I really think they are. 

Did yon remonstrate with Lord Berkeley on coutiniiing 
the name cf Miss Tudor to Lady Berkeley ? — Afier the in- 
troduction to mc, I expressed my astonishment at liis having 
so long kept her in that rank in that line. 

A terwhat introduction ? — ^.\fter his introduction of her 
to roe as the countess of Berkeley in 1797. 

Before that did you ever remonstrate on his continuing to 
call her Miss Tudor ? — I did not remonsT4te ; I could uo^ 
pres une to remonstrate with Lord Berkeley oa that subject. 

At what time did )ou come from the West Indies? — ^In 
I he year I "SO. 

Were you int'ma-e with Lord Berkele\- at that time ? — I 
knew him excetcl'niriy well at that time, but I did not visit . 
him much at his own house at that time ; I have been at 
Cranford with him. 

Do you recollect Mrs. Bailey living at Cranford? — I 
recollect Mrs. Bailey ; but I never was at Cranford with her. 

Did you neVcr dtiie with Lord Berkeley in Mrs. Bailey's 
company ? — Never. 

In th.e course of your life, have not you frequently dined 
wirh ladies, who, though nor. inarried, were livnig with 
some of your acquaintances ? — No, 1 never did, if they 
were not married. 

Did you never dine with a gentleman and his mistress ? — 
I l.ave many times, certainly. 

On those occasions have you not observed that those 
ladies were treated with the same respect that Lord Berkeley 
treated Miss Tudoi ^-— No ; there was a sort of language 
with those ladies very differeiit that I would use mysell ; and 
other persons would use a freedom oF talk I wuuld never 
have introduced in the presence of Ladv Rerkelev, 
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Vo^ Ccs^tj^ f"C»fr "'T'vr' i"C "•" ^ trr?— i^ -^— i^a. 
^*:ft^,i :.^' ic. t .n.. v^u-.i./r i-'.H r-if-'t - — - ^f-fr'T r mux: 

i '' V *- /"^ ' '/ '^ .c y^ .^ c .< ;.' a: '*'/ r* rrr:' u:: * — Z r^.^^^t r w o 

7/<d ''jt i ry^ 'jt't ii. ',\^- :i^t '- — T-it i^ff 1*^ iijerc «r 
Ir, >v- /'Art ''•>?. I^'xc Lr'V.^.^-r f^e- m-:rd.rf^ his 

y^tA^^'^ *,'. M.a. t->'>'^Jt ; ^'/f I r,ic '_t:>j£ i^ r*e rii£ said 
^//^-/f?,. ;/ »/> 'f,^ i.:'./. 'rt :.:':': :r, t.r:e c^r^t^ crr:rii::.rtcd 
\'j^ ii.Hi.ajf, I ;*t/.':'i }. •:., *• ?:^y n:y L.ri, -.♦iii was it 
»'.d' ^cttt-'l '''' \.*- %cA, ** 1 h^ /.:- 2 a^.'-ri n:e v/-:c., o: the 
fc/y/^ft i :iho^.'i '.d\. i/jy: I) ,ri.':)' i ' L.t cucscior. ><rf :o that 
j>.i/|>//i<^. If;i ^/i4/,cr, i,<; loid rr.e, w<:s, ** Your niajesty 
bJ,d(l know utat i-.f j!.<^ \):ij\)f'.r tirxie." 

Hit'i you any furrL-r coLvers^^tion '.viih Lord Berkeley on 
tli.t %\i\>]t'iA ^"^l (jiu'.n toM that story to Lord Berkeley 
ijfjr*-, 1 (tiit^mimck told l»im what I had heard upon that 

Wh.it difl Lo/d Jirrhelcy say upon the occasions, when 
yon it-jiiihdrd hiiii (it this hioiy ? — Only what I have now 
inrnliont <l. 

lit- aUv.»\hHai(l ih(-Kanie? — Yes; I never heard him con^ 
hdtlii'i I hat I r h.iid his answer was, ** Your majesty shall 
Know ihal at the pioper tune." 

You hveil at VVeyinoulh some time ?— -With Lord Berke- 
ley ni hiN o\\ n holism. 

VVdi theu* any <listlnctlon amonjr the children at that time? 
*— None, iheie never was ; ih^re nover was an idea of a dis* 
tlHC tioii. 

At what time did Loul Berkeley first tell you what this 



Digitized by 



Google 



( 207 ) 

In what month in the year 1797 were you at Weymouth ? 
—I think the month of August ; but I am not very posij* 
the. 

You had heard of this conversation with the king, before 
Lord Berkeley had told you of it ? — I had ; 1 had certainly 
heard there was a conversation. 

And the conversation between you and Lord Berkeley 
"was begun by you ? — ^Telling him what I had heard. 

To which he made the reply you have stated ? — Yes, to 
put me to lights as to what he had stated. 

Are you a married man ? — I was not then ; I am lately. 
What did you mean by the controul of Lady Berkeley 
over the condua of Lord Berkeley, being very complete 
in every respect ? — I mean that Lord Berkeley shewed an 
indifference about his affairs, and trusted every thing to Lady 
Berkeley. 

That was not the case when you first knew him ? — No, I 
have observed not exactly at first, I had not an opportunity 
at first of knowing how they went on ; perhaps it was a 
couple of years before I visited them at Berkeley castle and 
at C ran ford. 

How many years was it before you observed this controul 
of wiiich you spoke, after you were acquainted with them, 
living together ? — I should think perhaps a year or two ; oo 
my coming home and visiting at Berkeley castle and Cran- 
ford, I saw that she had totally the government of his house- 
hold affairs, and likewise his concerns. 

Was Lady Berkeley at Berkey casile within a year or two 
of her first acquaintance with his Lordship ? — ^Yes, I think 
so ; I was several times at Berkeley casile, but 1 never waft 
at Berkeley castle till I saw her there. 

Did Lord Berkelev tell you in what rear tVis convcrsa- 
cion took place \vith the king at Weymouth ?— Ibavesaid 
that I really think it tDok place at that very time i\i^t\^e m- 
troduced Lady Berkelev to me as countess o? Beikeky ; 1 
am no|certain it happened at that time it rx^i^^^^^^ ^^"if ' 

J^n TX Y^' -\ tr ^^^ year i-^rJ^T^^^o^^- 
. Do you r«nexx,K.. .u. kin. a.:. . . . ^ ^fe^i^ »^^ ^ 
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You came from Jersey to Weymouth ? — ^Yes. 

Was it immediately upon your arrival at Weymouth from 
Jersey that this introduction took place ? — I believe it must 
have been the first or second morning, when we were at 
breakfast, and nobody in the room but Lord Berkeley, the 
present countess, and me. 

How long did you stay at Weymouth ? — ^^I believe two 
or three weeks. 

Do you remember a fete at Weymouth, at which the 
J;ing was present ? — The fete did not take place then. No, 
I do not remember any fete at which the king was present. 

Was the king there at that time ? — The king was there at 
that time. 

Do, you know that Lord Berkeley ever introduced his 
fourth son to the king as Lord Dursley ?---! heard what was 
said by Lord Berkeley on that subject. He told me what 
passed on that subject ; for 1 had heard that he had said 
something to the king, which in some degree contradicted 
the marriage. s I asked him, *' Pray my Lord, what was it 
that passed ?" he said, *' The king asked me which of the 
sons I should call Lord Dursley ;" the question was to that 
purpose. His answer, he told me, was, ** Your majesty 
shall know that at the proper time.** 

Had you any further conversation with Lord Berkeley on 
that subject ? — I often told that story to Lord Berkeley 
since, I oftentimes told him what I had heard upon that 
subject. 

What did Lord Berkeley say upon the occasions, when 
you reminded him of this story ? — Only what I have now 
mentioned. 

He always said the same ? — Yes ; I never heard him con- 
tradict that he said his answer was, " Your majesty shall 
know that at the proper time." 

You lived at Weymouth some time ?— With Lord Berke- 
ley in his own house. 

Was there any distinction among the children at that time ? 
—None, there never was ; there never was an idea of a dis- 
tinction. 

At what time did Lord Berkeley first tell you what this 
conversation was with the king ?— I think it was very^soon 
after, during my stay at Weymouth, that he told me this 
had happened ; for immediately upon my taking carq the 
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In what month in the year 1797 were you at Weymouth ? 
~I think the month of August ; but I am not very posb- 
live. 

You had heard of this conversation with the king, before 
Lord Berkeley had told you of it ? — I had ; 1 had certainly 
heard there was a conversation. 

And the conversation between you and Lord Berkeley 
was begun by you ? — Telling him what I had heard. 

To which he made the reply you have stated ? — Yes, to 
put me to iights as to what he had stated. 

Are you a married man ?— I was not then ; I am lately. 

What did you mean by the controul of Lady Berkeley 
over the conduct of Lord Berkeley, being very complete 
in every respect ?— I mean that Lord Berkeley shewed an 
indifference about his affairs, and trusted every thing to Lady 
Berkeley. 

That was not the case when you first knew him ? — No, I 
have observed not exactly at first, I had not an opportunity 
at first of knowing how they went on ; perhaps it was a 
couple of years before I visited them at Berkeley castle and 
at Cranford. 

How many years was it before you observed this controul 
of wiiich you spoke, after you were acquainted with them, 
living together ? — I should think perhaps a year or two ; on 
my coming home and visiting at Berkeley castle and Cran- 
ford, I saw that she had totally the government of his house- 
hold affairs, and likewise his concerns. 

Was Lady Berkeley at Berkey castle within a year or two 
of her first acquaintance with his Lordship ? — Yes, I think 
so ; I was several times at Berkeley castle, but I never was 
at Berkeley castle till I saw her there. 

Did Lord Berkeley tell you in what year this conrersa- 
don took place with the king at Weymouth ? — I have said 
that I really think it took place at that very lime that he in- 
troduced Lady Berkeley to me as countess of Berkeley ; I 
am no^ certain it happened at that time, it might be the year 
after, but I think it happened at the tinie, not a fortnight or 
ten days after. 

Are you sure it did not happen the year before ? — ^l c^^^ 
not think it did, because I was not there, I am r^% doulfe^V' 
fhxljs to the exact time of that. , r./^ T 
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What year did tht king drink tea in LorH Berkc/ey^Ji 
tent ?— I really cannot say, I was not there. 

You are certain Lord Berkeley never mentioned to you, 
that what he had said to the king was, thatjic was sorry 
it' was not the eldest son that would be heir to his title ?—^ 
No, what I have said now, is a thing I have mentioned a 
hundred times to my oWn acquaintance. 

Are you certain Lord Berkeley has never told yoli that 
his reply to the king was, that he was sorry it was not his 
eldesf son who would be heir to /his title ?— fI never heard 
that from his Lordship. 

Did Lady Berkeley ever tell you, prior to the year 1797, 
that she was married to Lord Berkeley P---I do not say she 
has positively told me so ^ but there were hints thrown out 
about it with respect to the children, what I considered as 
hints of a marriage, but she never said to me that she was 
married. 

When you arrived in the year 1797 at Weymouth, how 
were you introduced upon your arrival to Lady Berkeley ?— 
The same as I have been accustomed to on ionr.er occasions. 

When you arrived at Weymouth was tlie present claim- 
ant then going by the name of Lord Dursley ?— -Not when 
1 arrived ; he was called Fitz ; he was a Younker, quite a 
boy. 

When did you first hear the present claimant called Lord 
Dursley ?— From the time of Lord Berkeley's introduction 
of that Lady to me as Countess of Berkeley ; I always called 
her Lady Berkeley, and the Younker Lord Dursley. 

Are you to be understood to say it was either the first or 
gccotid day that Lord Berkeley introduced Miss Tiidor to 
you as Lady Berkeley ? — Yes, I believe it was the first or 
second day after my arrival. 

After that time did Lord Berkeley invariably call Lady 
Berkeley by that title, and the eldest son Lord Dursley ?—- • 
No, she went by the name of Miss Tudor for a year, or a 
couple of years afterwards ; it seemed to be a maUer oi total 
indifference to her, whether she was called Lady Berkeley or 
not. 

After that introduction you have before stated. Lady 
Berkeley did not go by the name of Lady Berkeley ?— -She 
did not f(jr a considerable time after ; she went by the name 
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going by that name ; but when I found that she went by 
that name after her introductio:i to me, I did not think much 
more of it. 

Did you not say that after that introduction, you stated to 
the Prince that Lord Berkeley had declared his marriage to 
you ? — I did. 

Did you after that, ever dine at Lord Berkeley's in com- 

?any with the Prince ? — I had the honour of dining with the 
rince at Lord Berkeley's ; but upon my word' I cannot caJl 
to my recollection exactly when it was that I dined with the 
Prince; it must have been after the introduction I rather 
think, but my memor)- does not serve me. 

Are you to be understood that the first information ^ven 
to the Prince of the marriage was from you ?— Positively ; I 
think I may venture positively to say to Lord Berkeley, that 
1 was the first be ever introduced her to as Countess. 

Do you mean that Lady Berkeley's controul over Lord 
Berkeley was a controul over his affairs merely, or a contoul 
over his will ? — No, I do not mean a controul over his will ; 
but merely a controul, a power granted to her by him. 

Do you remember a Curricle in which the present Lady 
Berkeley drove out at Weymouth in 1797 ?---! do. 

Were the servants who attended that carriage dressed ia 
the liveries of the family ?— -Yes, the Pompadour. 

There was no distinction as to the carriages of Lord and 
Lady Berkeley, as to the liveries ?— No, there W-^s not, be- 
cause 1 fiequcntly attended her, and drove out in a Barouche, 
I think it was. 

She attended the Reviews in a Barouche ? —Yes 

Do you remember being present at anv oi the Reviews at 
which the King was present ? — Yes. . c v^ 

And was she then in her carriage with tbe Vwefies o} t^ 
family P^-Yes, and 1 have passed the Roy a\ "^^^^'^V ^^ ^^^ 
Barouche with her. 
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Were any of the children ever T^oticedbV '^'^ ^^"^i^^^ ^ 
No, I never saw them noticed at all . • oi 

But they were in the Barouche' w\u tb^ Viv^vxes 

Wh^n you were originallv introa, i tO ^^ isTu^^^- 
by whatnamewereyou introduced f^^t^^ f^-^K^^^^^^^^ 

When you introduced her to I^ /^ ^'^^ ' Cv "^ Aot "o^ "^ 
you introduce herP-^B^. ^L^i^*^^- Bell, t^^-r^*"^"^ ' ^'^ 
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You did not introduce her as Countcis of Beikeley, tut 
introduced her by the name of Miss Tud )r, expressing a 
suspicion that there was a marriage ?— Yes, because she went 
by no other name. 

When Lord Berkeley introduced Ladv Berkeley to you 
in the year 1797, he also gave you to understand that he had 
been married eleven or twelve yC'irs hefore ?— He did. 

And he gave you le.ve to mention the circumst mces of his 
marriage to others?— Yes, he did. 

Did he also give you leave to mention to others, that he 
had been married eleven or twelve years before ? — He did : 
and I did mention that I said to him, ** Now am I to under- 
•tand your eldest son is legitimate?" '* Yes, you are." 

And that you w\^hi communicate that circumstance, as 
W«H as the fact of his marriage?— Yes. 

Did you communicate to the Pritice of W^les that he had 
been married eleven or twelve years before ?--- Yes ; and 
that he had declared to me the legitimacy of his eldest son. 

Was there any other anriage belonging to Lord Berkeley 
used by any paU of his f>mily, attended by servants not in 
their livery ?— -1 do not recollect it. 

The controul of Lady Berkeley over Lord Berkeley, did 
you mean to confine to his affairs ; or that her advice had 
considerable influence with him in all his affairs ? — I really 
think it had. 

Was not the King in the habit of taking notice of ladles 
and child! en at Weymouth at that time? — That I have seen 
several times. 

Bat you never saw him take notice of Lord Berkeley's 
children ?---No. 

Was there any other person, except the Prince of Wales, 
to whom you communicated the fact of LoFvI BcrJ^eley's 
having told you, th'it he had been married eleven or twelve 
years before ? — 1 mentioned it to every acquaintance I had 
at Weymouth. 

Mention any person to whom yoii mentioned it. — Sir 
William and Lady Pitt, Sir Davirl Dundas was resident 
there, and C(ilonel Addenbrooke, my particular friend, and 
ieveral others. 

Did yc»u, iu consequence of being allowed to mention 
this to any body, not make any observation afterwards, whe@ 
you heard her called Miss Tudor; did it not appear an ex- 
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tinued to be called Miss Tudor ? — I have certainly made 
observations to Lord Berkeley ; but he said there were 
reasons why he did not ever then wish to have it publicly 
known. It was a very odd case, I thought; but the matter 
w ent on. I nevei' called her any name hut Couiitess ot Berke- 
ley after ih-.t; nor when 1 spoke of the eldest son, did I 
ever speak of him by any other name than Lord Dursley ; 
bur I reully think she went bvthe name of M.ss Tudor sub- 
Sc-q.ieiu to that for some time. 

The answer was read over to the witness. 

I hope there is notliing wrong; in that. 
Whtn you told the Prmce of Wales of the marri^ee, did 
yc.u tell i.im how long before tiiC mart:age ha-i taken place ? — 
I certainly told him the eldest son was legiiimate; that was the 
gieai pouu. 1 shoald i.ot have il.oughi it worthy of notice, 
had It not been lor the legitimacy of his son. 

At the time you told the Prince cf Wales of the marriage, 
you told him the eldest son was legitimate ? — That was the 
great point 1 requested permission to mention, and he gave 
nae permission to mention that. 

Did you communicate the s^me thing to Sir David Dun* 
das ? — I really believe I did. I was frequently with Sir 
David Dundas at that time. I mentioned it to every person 
I v/as then acquainted with. 

To every person to whom you communicated the mar* 
riage, you stated, that vou behevcd the marriage bad taken 
pUce prior to the birth of the eldest son ? — Yes, according 
to Lord Berkeley's statement to me. ^ 

Where were yoa in 178.5 ?— 1 was then Aid-de-V^inip to 
Sir Wilham Put, in Ireland. , , a a ^» 

, VVfeen dul youhea. ot a second n.arri-^e?--Wvd^-^ 
hear of the second marriaae for a full vcar i»'<-Ci "^* 
duct.on of the Counies, to" me by that t.tie- 

You have heard of a second miri.^e P^-^f ": ,VeV 
Had you any conve.sai.on ^.^U Ld :^'^^^^ 
•ubjcct of that seconi marriage ?... Yes I i» ' '' 
Prior to 1799? Yes. •-!>, i* 
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•to a Miss Cole, spinster." Says I, *' Is it true ?" he said, 
"' It is very true." It surprized me very mneh to hear of 
a second marriage. His only answer was, '* There is no 
law against a man marrying as often as he pleases.** Says I, 
*' My Lord, I know of no law against it;** that was* the 
substance of what passed between us. 

Nothing m©re passed P-.-No, I do not recollect any 
thing passing; it struck me very much. Lord Berkeley 
saying there was no lau' against a man marrying as often as 
he pleased ; I said, " 1 knew no law against it." 

Nothing passed on the subject of the first marriage ?— 
No; I was very much attached to the boy and to the fa- 
mily, and I was deliglited with his being married the 
first time ; and there can be no doubt 1 said, 1 should be 
very sorry to hear any thing against the first marriage ; his 
reply was, ** I hope you do not doubt my knowing what I 
am about ;'* those' were the exact words he used, for they 
impressed me. 

Do you mean by that, that hearing of the second marriage, 
ha 1 occasioned some suspicion in your mind as to the first ? — 
I confess it was so; it actually occasioned a suspicion as to 
the first. 

And you stated that suspicion to Lord Berkeley?— Yes; 
and his answer was that which I have stated. 

What was the exact answer that Lord Berkeley made to 
you, when you stated to him the suspicion this created as lo 
the first marriage? — Upon my mentioning the doubts it 
would cause as to the first marriage, he sdd, ** I hbpeyou do 
not doubt, I know what I am about." That stopped i"ny 
mouth ; I said no more upon the subject. 

Uid he re-assert that he had been married before?— Posi- 
tively, and in any conversation I had with him after that, . *^ 

Can you state the time you first heard of tiie second mar* 
riage? — It must have been the year after. ' * 

The year after what?-— The year after the introduction I 
had at Weymouth. , 

Was it before the enquiry in this House in the year 1799 I j 

— Prior to that a great while. ' 1 

You arc understood to say, that in 1797 Lord Berkeley said "1 

there were reascns for not acknowledging his marriage ?-— 
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«ai<i, ** I wish to know the reasons ;" but I never discovered 
them. 

Did yen e\^er say so? — I cannot s^^y positively. 
Did you hear from Lord Berkelev where the marriage took 
place? — Yes; I have heard Lord Berkeley talk of it since. 

When Lord Berkeley iirst mentioned to you that he had 
been married ten or twelve years hefore, did he tell you where 
he had been married?— -He told me he had be;pn married at 
Berkeley Castle. 

Did he then tell you by whom he had been married ?~I 
do not think he d:d. 

Did you know Mr. Hupsman ? — Yes; seeing him at taWe, 
dining with him; no more than that. 

Did you ever hear Lord Berkelev mention Mr. Hr.psmin 
• as concerned in the marriage? — Yes ; after she took the title 
of Countess. 

Was that before the year 1799?-.-Yes. 
^Vbs there anv convtrsdiion passed between you and Lord 
Berkeley in 1797 about Mr. Hupsman ? — He cenainlv enen- 
tioned to me the marriage at Berkeley Castle. ^ 

Lord Berkelev did not tell vou any thing respecting the 
suppression of the knowle.'geo'f that marriage? — Never; nc 
never told me a word about it. ^ ^^^ 

You did not ask any question to lead to that ? — Ko,l nev 
<^'d; it was enouah I'was satisfied that he was ^onvmcea 
the business bein^ all just and fair- therefore I did not ^ 
anv further about it. ^ ,. ^e to 

. Did LaWy Berkelev, in the hints she gave vou f J"^'^^^'^ ^^e. 
time, jnfimare that her marriage was at i^erkeley ?— 7' ^^^^ ^,d 
niory does not exactly serve me, but I rather tbi^^*^ 
prior to that. ..,,.. man? 



Did you ever t,<.,r I.a(1v RprV^! -,i- of Mr. 1^"^* 

\ou never understood from Lord or Laay i^-T%;.lr.tt^9^' 



hd you ever hear Ladv Berkeley speak of Mr. ^^ \ 
-•--I dare say 1 have.but nothing of any conscque«;^^^^y,tV.3t 



they considered themselves interested in the l»feot *i^g^^^^' 

man ?---! never heard any thing relative i<^ «^heir ^ 

rested in it at all. . -, or <^*^^ 

Did you ever hear them express any satisfactx-^* ^^c, 

cern upon Xir. Hupsman's de.th ?— Never. .^^r "*- '.^";«; 

lJ«-lyou, beforetheinquiryinthis House in the > ,n^''«'*''V 
ever hear of th^ r\:rnn,^l3nce nt ,U. r..„ter '£}-^^CfOdg\'^'^ -' 
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You say that the marriage was said to be at Berkeley Cas^ 
tie?— -What 1 heard of the niru-riage was at Berkeley Casile. 

Do you mean Berkeley Castle or the church?— Berkeley 
church, of course, which is close to the Castle. 1 knew no- 
thing more about it, but only the conversation on that sub- 
ject. 

Do you know whether Lord and Lady Berkeley had not a 
quarrel with Mr. Hupsman before his death?— I never heard 
of a quarrel with Mr. Plupsman. 

You had always understood Mr, Hupsman to have been 
on the Srime terms of intimacy with them till his death ? — I 
paid »o little attention to Mr. Hupsman, that I cannot say 
whether he was intimate or not. I have seen him at dinner. 
I cannot say whether they were intimate, or not intimate. 

Have you heard them talk of Mr. Hupsman? — Many 
times. 

Had you always heard them talk of Mr. Hupsman with the 
same respect till the time of his death? — My memory does 
not serve me that I have heard any complaint against him. 

Do you recollect when Lord Beikeley introduced vou at 
Weymouth, in the year 1797, to Miss Tudor as Lady Berke- 
ley, whether he then told' you of theie being more tiian one 
marriage? — Never a word of the second marriage. I did 
not know of the second marriage for a twelvemonth after, or 
a considerable time after. He did not say any thing of a 
second marriage to me. 

Did you, when you mentioned to the Prince Regent the 
marriage of Lord Berkeley, tell him that his marriage had 
taken place ten or twelve years before?— I did ; and that 
his eldest son was legitimate. I believe that is what I have 
alrea'ly said. 

Do you lecollect when you first heard of the discovery of 
the register of the marriage?— Upon my word, 1 know so 
little about that business, being then at my military station. 

Did you hear of it from Lord Berkeley?--! heard of it, 
but tny memory does not serve nie how or from whom. 

Dii you hear of it From Lord Berkeley ?— I do not recol- 
lect Lord Btrkeley telling me, or writing to me, about it. 

Did )ou hear Loid Berkeley speak of the register after it 
was found ?— I heard of what was going on, but not, 1 think, 
from Lord Berkeley. / 

Digitized by ^ 



/Google 



( 215 ) 

h^e met bim at dinrer, but I thought bim that sort of trifling 
character, who' was suffered to dine the-^e more than any 
thing else. I never considered bim a companion of Lord 
Berkeley's. 

He dined with him often ? — Yes, when there was no com- 
pany ; but I never met with him there when there was com- 
pany. I keep up my acquaintance with him, and speak to 
him when I meet him. ^ 

You were company yourself ?---I looked upon myself as a 
person who came and went as I chose. 

And Mr^ Chapeau came and went when he chose ?---Yes, 
when they were down at Cranford; he lived in the neigh- 
bourhood, and was received at the tdble. 

Are you acquainted with the hand-writing of the present 
Lord Berkeley?- -I r.m acquainted with it because I have re- 
ceived several letters from him. 

From the claimant ? — I have received several letters from 
him. 

Sufficiently to know his signature?— Yes. 

Look at that paper, and say whether it is his hand-writing? 
(shewing ike signature to a letter, J'—Vit writes to me in such 
a way nobody can read his name, I will shew you his name 
if you please upon a letter I have in my pocket ; I did not . 
know he could write so well as this; I could not at all declare 
that that was his hand-.vriting. 

The Witness was diiected to w^ithdraw. 

MARY CUNNINGHAM, who had acted as a semp- 
itrt-ss to Lady Berkeley, deposed, ti.at her Lad\ship was first 
catted in general Lady Berkeley tl-e laiter part of 1797 ; but 
some time before, while the new servants gave her that title, 
the old ones continued the name she had usually gone by. 
This witness deposed, that none of her Lady^s hnen was ever 
marked with a T. 

The deposition of the next witness, SARAH SHRUBB, 
went to prove, that from the commencement of nineteen 
years.' during which she kept the White Hart at Benson, 
though the servants were in the habit of caW'ing at her house, 
she never heard the name of Twdor till she saw it in the 
papers. This witness had previously lived m the Berkley . 
family. ^mze^ byLjOOgle 
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When was it ?— It was not Mr. Griffith eximirfed me, ft 
vas Mr. Whitcombe. 

When was it? — -Three weeks ago, I believe it will be next 
Monday. 

That you then told-hirh of having omitted this circura- 
itance, do you mean to say that? — That I told him every 
thing I could recollect. 

Did you, on seeing Mr. Whitcombe, mention that you 
had forgotten to mention the circumstance of seeing Lord 
Berkeley at Farren's house in the summer of 1785? — No; 
I did not tell him any thing about it. 

Ydu were examined by Mr. Griffith aiid then by Mr. 
Whitcombe ? — ^Yes. 

The first was five weeks ago, and the second was three 
weeks ago ? — Yes. 

Did you, at either of tho^e tiines, mention the circum- 
stance of Having seen Lord Berkeley come out of Farren's 
Louse in the summer ot 1785 ? — No, I did not ; I thought 
of it before and after, but not at that time. 

Before and after which times, for there was an interval of 
a fortnight between the examinations? — I did not mention it 
then ; it did not occur to me when I was either with Mr. 
Whitcombe or Mr. Griffith. 

Had you recollected it before Mr, Griffith spoke to you ? 
.—Yes ; I knowed it when I saw him. 

Had you mentiotied that circumstance to anybody before 
Mr. Griffith examined you ? — No, I had not. 

Had you, at any lime after it happened from the vear 
1785, ever mentioned it to any one before Mr. Gnffitn 
spoke to you ?— I cannot say that 1 had, it \% so many years 
ago. v> t 

Do you remember that yoo bad ?..-No, ^ ^^^^^ *^^ 
I did. ^ ^. • 

How do you know that you yoxmelC ^^Itl'Xuse, 
cumstance of seeing Lord BerVeleV * u- r. ' -li came 
before Mr. Griffith fpoke to Vou^ tYiC »"^if ' w vTeW. 
ia my mind that I knew and r^co\A A i* V^^^fXcl \>ua 

Before Mr. Griffith spoke to hc?^* ' 

did not recoHect it then ^-^ you al?^ 0^*»^^*^ 

Did ,t come into your mind a^- (.c< exW^^^'^?'' 
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fortnight ?-^l thought of it between tlie two times, hut 
I did not think of it when Mr. Whitcombe examined me. 

You thought of it frequently between the two times ?— 
No, not frequently, but I thought of it. 

Did you think of it more than once during that interval ? 
—I thought of it, but I did not think of it when Mr. Whit- 
combe examined me. 

< You did think of it between the two times ? — Yes, I did, 
tkit I did not think of it when he examined me. 

How often did you think of it between the time of your 
being examined by Mr. Griffith, and the time of your being 
examined by Mr. Whitcombe ?- -Indeed I cannot tell. 

In the interval did you mention it to anybody ? — No, I 
do not know that 1 did. 

You thought of it before Mr. Griffith examined you, and 
«fter he examined you it occurred to you again ? — It did not 
come into my mind when Mr. Whitcombe examined me ; 
and when Mr. Griffith examined me, he agitated me so 
much, I did not think of it. 

Did Mr. Whitcombe agitate you very much too ? — No, 
he behaved very well ; like a gentleman to me. 

How. came you not to mention it then ?— -I did not think 
of it then. 

Was there any reason to put it out of your mind then ? — 
No, I had no reason. 

Have you seen Lady Berkeley ? — No, I have not. 

When did you first mention this to anybody who exa- 
mined yon on the part of the claimant ?— To Mr. Frere. 

Where ? — To Mr. Frere ; I told him of it when I was 
going back to Gloucester ; they had taken the coach for us. 

How long ago was it you mentioned it to Mr. Frere ?— I 
believe I was examined a fortnight ago on Friday. 

That was after you were examined by Mr.Whitcombe ? 

Yes ; I was going back to Gloucester, and should have 
went if I had not been sent for by the other party. Mr. 
Griffiths' party had taken the coach for me to go ; they gave 
me a discharge. 

Did you go to Mr. Frere or did he come to you ? — I was 
sent for by a relation of mine, Mr. Wilson, an attorney of 
Gloucester ; he said he thought I was wanted bv iUe other 
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Did you mention to Mr. Frerc as soon as you c*ne there 
this circumstance of seeing Lord Berkeley come out of 
Farren's house ? — Yes, I mentioned it the day he examined 
me. 

Did vou mention it to him the first time he examined you ? 
- Yes,' I did. 

Did he put any question to you about seeing Lord Berke-^ 
ley at Farren's house, or did you mention it yourself ?— He 
asked me whether 1 had ever seen Lord Berkeley at Farren't 
house, in the Westgate Stieet, I told him I had not ; but I 
had seen him in the Bell Lane, on a summer cvoiing kk 
1785, coming out laje in the evening. 

Was that the first time of your mentioning the. circupi- 
stance to any body ?— I do not recoUea any body that I told 
it to, except Mr. Frere. 

How long was it when you told Mr. Frere, after you had 
been examined by Mr. Whitcombe ?-r-I was discharged oa 
the Thursday, and this was on the next day. 

The next day after vou were discharged jrou went and told 
this circumstance to Mr. Frere ? — Yes. 

You recollected it immediately on seeing Mr. Frere ?— 
No, I did not on seeing Mr. Frere ; I recollected it after 
I was come on the other party, to recollect what I could on 
the business. 

What was it you said about recollecting; did you not ^ 

drop, " That you recollected it for the other party ?".^Yc$, 
I recollected as well as I could. 

Did vou not drop the words *« To sum up what 1 could 
** recollect for the other party ?".- -To rccollca what 1 
could for Lady Berkeley. ,. 

Did you not say, " To sum up what you could recollect 

'* for the other party ?" — I believe I did- , ^ 

Did you use the word - Sum up ?'^-^^P«^ ^Y ^''^^ 

cannot tell. . 

Before you nientioned it to Mr. Fre«, ^ ""t^^^o^x Z^ 

to say you do not remember any penoa t*^ wno»» i 

mentioned It ?-_No, I do not. *^ 4o^.^ vo 

±fjJ'*:i'}'Shi ago. vou never ^iti-^^l^emV^^ ^-^ 



stance to -„y j^^ whatever »k ■•"■— _^*-» *"Z^ vrboras. 
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Lord Berkeley came very near to you ?— He came out 
of the house ,• he did not corne near to me. 

Did he see you ? — 1 canpot teil. 

Was he near enough to see you ?— I was near enough to 
$ee him ; I knew him. 

How near were yoa to hirp ? — He wai just coming out 
of the door as I went in. 

Did he know you belore ? — I had known him with the 
regiment at Gloucester, and I have been very often at the 
house of Mrs. Mears, the mother of Mrs. Lumley, wl.o is 
here ; and I have let him in there many times, and given 
him answers. 

How was he dressed ? — In his regimentals. 

You are sure of that ? — Yes. 

What were his regimentals ?— I knew his regimental 
clothes ; I have seen him scores of times with them ; but I 
cannot say as to his clothes exactly, I did not take «o much 
notice of them. 

Do you know what month it was in ? — I cannot say what 
month, it was in the summer of lT8i. 

Do you remember the militia being out in thai year ?— 
lli^o, I do not. 

Were there any other officers of the militia in the town 
besides Lord Berkeley at that time ? — 1 cannot tell, there 
nHgbt be ; I cannot tell about them. 

You were living at that time in the city of Gloucester f — 
Yes. 

Do you remember about the same time seeing any of the 
oflBcers or seijeants assembled in the town at the time you 
saw Lord Berkeley ?™The seneants, corporals, and hies 
were always kept embodied all the year roun d. , v^ ^ 

Do you remember seeing them in their ^^^^^'"{^ ""^^ 
that time ?_I dare say ll^ight have sc^^ "^^^ ^Z^SS^ 
were there and in their regimentals all tb^ ^^^^- ^^ ^ 
on Sundays. ^ ^_A%Vou\^ 

„s.'ri.'i™^5: ""■ "" "-" ""-"*'•' ' ^^^ 

It JJ, T;^^, '• ™y odd, did J, ,o^_ icir'sGaog? 
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You knew that Mary Cole was at that time in Farrcn's 
house ?— Yes, I have seen her there in those months. 

Did you know that she was married or not then ? — No, 
I did not know about her being married. 

You conceive her not to be married ? — No, I did not 
know about her being married. 

Did not you thjnk it a thing fit to be mentioned to the 
mother, that Lord Berkeley was coming out, at that time of 
the night, of the houfc where her unmarried daughter was ? 
-.-I might mention it, or might not, I cannot recollect. 

Having seen Lord Berkeley come out of that house, a 
butcher's house ? — No, not a butcher's house ; he kept no 
butcher's shop there. 

It was a small house at the corner of Bell Lane ? — Yes. 
There was no shop Lord Berkeley could have gone to at 
that time of the night ? — No. 

Did not you ask Mis. Cole what his Lordship was doing 
there at that time of the night ? — I might tell her of it or 
might not, it is out of my power to recollect. 

You do not remember whether you did tell her of it ?— 
No, I might or might not, I cannot say. 

The next time you saw Mrs. Farren did you mention it to 
her ? — I do not know that I mentioned it to any of them. 

Did not you mention to any of them, '* VVhat was this 
Noble Lord doing at your house at this time of night ?"— 
I do not know that I said any thing to her about it one way 
or the other. 

Did Mrs. Cole, when she came over to your house, remain 
with you for some time after that ? — She might go backwards 
and forwards, or go the next morning ; sometimes she slept 
di my house, and sometimes at. Farren's. 

Did you continue to see her daily for some time after 
that ?— -I saw her sometimes ; I might go in there once or 
iwicfi a week, and gcinetimes I did not go so often. 
You lived very near where she was living ?— I did. 
Did you continue to see her almost every day ?— Not 
<very day ; I did not ; but I very often saw her. 

Did vou see Mary Cole the next day ?--I cannot say that 
I did. 

Were you in the habit of frequently seeing her after^ 
A'ards ?— Oh yes, many times 1 saw her. ^ j 
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Did you see Mr. Fanrcn ? — ^Yes, I taw Mr. Farrcn every 
day. 

Was there anybody else living in Farren's house at that 
t.oie besides Farren and his wife, Mary Cole and the 
mother ? — Not that I know of ; I never saw any person 
there for a continuance ; there was a person of the name of 
Miller used to be there, but whether she ever slept there I 
cannot tell. 

Did you not say, that vtry soon after this you went into 
some other business ?— I went in September to the Bear Inn ; 
I went about a house very soon after to the Place of Passage 
at Newnhara, but we did not take to it. 

You went to look after a place, but you did not leave 
Bell Lane till the September following ? — No. 

You continued therefore a near neighbour of Mr. Farren 
till then ?— Yes, I did. 

And you were in the almost daily habit of seeing every 
person that lived in that house ? — Yes, when I went over 
there ; because their house was at the top of the street, and 
mine at the bottom. 

Did not they come to you, or you come to them, almost 
every day ? — Not almost every day, but once or twice a 
week or so I used 19 go over to them. 

Will you now say that you did, to any one member of 
that family, mention that circumstance at the time, or after- 
wards, of your luving seen Lord Berkeley come out of the 
house at eleven at night ? — I will not take upon me to say 
it. 

Did it not sCrike you as an extraordinary circumstaace, 
freeing a nobleman come out of the Viouse at that time of 
night ? — Yes, I recollect thinking of iv at the time. 

Did it not create suspicions in your mind, that Vie had ^omc 
inaproper purpose for being at that house r — ^1 thought ii was 
very odd for him to be there at that time. 

You recollected at the time the circumstance of a verv 
young person that was in th& house, an unmarried youri^ 

woman in the house ? t Jr> not recollect v/ho was xa tVxC- 

house; I never went in^I .k.. House. 

Youknew Mary CoTe fj S^ere^-She vras theve, 1 sv.^^ 
posaU and Mrs. Farren "^ Here. , ^ , A 

Did it not excite ? ^"^ '^n m your mitiA that 1-^tr^ 
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house ? — I cannot tell what he went for^ but I saw him 
come out. 

Did it not, as a prudent wonrian, strike you at the time ? 
— -Ir did at the time ; I wondered what brought him there. 

Did it not create suspicions in your mind that he came 
there for the purpose of visiting some of the females of the 
family ?— I dare say I thought so at the time. 

Did you not mention it to the mother and sister at the 
time ? — I might mention it to the mother and sister at the 
time, but I cannot recollect it at this time. 

Do you remember any answer that you received from 
any body to whom you did mention it ? — No, I cannot tell ; 
I dare say I did mention it ; but I cannot remember now, 
it is a great while ago. 

- Did you tnention it in the town to any body ? — Most 
likely I did, if I mentioned it to any body ; I was not out 
of the town for many years. 

You do not recollect any person to whom you mentioned 
it at all ? — I do not recollect to whom 1 mentioned it ; but I 
dare say I mentioned it in conversation many times. 

You were acquainted with Cole the father ? — Yes. 

You remember his death ? — Very well. 

Do you remember his family going into mourning after 
his death ? — They did not stop long after his death ; I be- 
lieve about a fortnight or three weeks. They came to my 
house after the father died. 

After a fortnight or three weeks, did they then go oS to 
London any part of the family-? — Lady Berkeley and her 
sister Susan did. 

About a fortnight or three weeks af;rer the flither's death ? 
—Yes. 

Aie you sure they did not stop longer than that?-— I do 
not think they did. 

They were at your house ? — Yes. 

You remember the father's death ? — Yes, I do. 

After the father's death they came over to your house ? — - 
They came to my house. I was there at the father's fu- 
neral. 

Did they ccme over to your house soon after the funeral ? 
—They did. 

How soon after ? — I cannot say ; but I fancy within th« 
course of a week after. I cannot sav how long;. 
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Was It from yoor house that Susan and Mary went in 
the coach, for the purpose of going into service ?— It was. 

From vour house in Gl juccscer ? — ^Yes, 

And thir was about a fortnight or three weeks after the 
father's death ? — Yes, it was. 

What coach was it they set off in ? — I cannot sav> ray 
husband went with them, I did not. 

Is your husband living ? — No, he is not. 

Was it the coach to Londn ? — Yes. 

Did they come back again ?— Mary came back but not 
Sussn. ' 

When was it that Mar\' came back? — I cannot exactly 
say how Ion 5 it was, ic might be three months, or four, ox- 
more ; I cannot say. 

Will you swear that you saw her again at all in the 
course of that year in which they had set off, Susan and 
Mary, to go to London ? — Yes. 

You know I speak now of the year in which old Cole 
died ? — No ; he died near Christmas, ncit in that year ; he 
died in IISS ; and this was in 1784. 

You were at the funeral ? — Yes. 

In about a week afterwards ihcy canie over to your house 
in Gloucester the same year that Cole died in ? — ^Yes. 

And in about a fortnight after that, Stisan and Mary set 
off to go to London ? — It might be a fortnight, three weeks, 
or a month, but thereabouts they went to London from 
my house. 

'How soon after they had set off, Susan and Mary and your 
husbandj to go in the coach to London, will you. sweat it 
was before you saw either of them come back to Oloucest^^ 
—I saw Mary come back, but whether it was two mow^ ? 
or three, or four, I cannot tell ; but it was within a y ^^-^ - 
chat day. ^ticA 

Was it in the summer or the winter, or at wl>^^ X^ ^Vi^ 
of the year ?— She went from my house xx> MTS.Fo^^QO^e*'a> 
came back to me and st pped till she v?eat vo M.^^^* 
•when she came back from London. ^^^^x. o^oS- 

Do I uuderstand you that she and \\eT sister ^^^ >A»-^^ 

to service, then she came back agaiu •, and tl^^^ 
went to Mrs. Footers; — ^Yes, that is it. ^^ ij^O - ^^ 

Do you know whose service it was she first W^^bTGoOglc 
jl es» 
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shorter; she was with me till she was engaged to Mn; 
Toote ; I cannot say how long it was. 

Did not you just now say it v^ras but for a short time Ac 
was with you, and tliercforc you received nothing for her 
Loard ?— I cannot tell how long it was ; I do not think it 
\«ras but for a short time before she did go to Mrs. Foote's. 

Do you mean to say, it was for a short time or not for a 
short time ? — I cannot tell ; but I believe it was but for a 
short time ; it might be a month or two, or three, or fbucy 
I cannot tell. 

You remember, perhaps, her being taught to dress hair 
before she went to Mrs, Foote's ? — I remember something 
about it. 

Do you remcrobcr who hired her to go to Mrs^ Foote's ? 
——It was on the recommendation of Mrs. Horseman of the 
Post 0£ce ; but I believe Mrs. Nest hired her at Mr. Mee's, 
in Gloucester. 

When you were asked about the family going into mourn- 
ing on the death of the father, you said that they bought 
l3iit a few things before they went off from Gloucester T-^ 
I think they bought only a few things^ but I cannot pr&->' 
rend to say what. 

Do you remember that the mother went Into mourning 
on her nusband's death ?— .Yes, she did. 

Did Mrs. Farren go into mourning upon the death of her 
father? — Yes, she did. 

Did Mary Cole go into mourning on the father's death ?— 
They made up a few things ; I cannot pretend to say what 
she did afrcr she went to London. 

Were those few things they did make up diings (or 
mourning? — ^Yes, they were. 

Such as were fitting for daughters to go Vnto^moutnin^ oix 
the death of a fother ? — Yes, ihey wcre« , . 

Did Susan go into moomiog ?,^Tl*cy Vioa^ ^ofcatlm^ 
a-piece. * ^ 

For mourning ? — Yes. caimr*. 

When Mary came back was sK • rfK*«^^^«^ »™»^ 
recollect whether she was or not ^^ \c«asiox ^tr 

Surely you must be able to .w^t>«^'^ 

collect. ^ i^em^^^ , ^^^ ^^ 

In the coui^ of the year. ^^ ^^ *^j)>^^>_\ can^o\ 
you see Mary in coloured clotK ^^^i- <^Z.-^«m^"^^*wv \ ^>^o\^^ 
fprolicct whether <h^ h.A ^^^ Or ^^^^^^ - ^"^^ ^ 
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.Vou remember her buying a few things for the purpose 
of P'ourning, before she went to London ?-.-Yes, I remem- 
ber the mother having money, and giving them to buy 
mourning and things. 

Do you remember the mother borrowing the sum of tea 
guineas of a person q£ the name of Brown ?— -I remember 
the mother having ten guineas of a person of the name of 
Brown. 

Was that after the death of the father tliat the .ten guineas 
•were borrowed of Brown?— To the best of ray knowledge 
it was for a stack of hay and a vessel of beer. 

You can remember, as this daughter, when she came 
bacfc, continued in your house, whether it was two, three, 
or four months before she went into Mrs. Foote's service, 
whether she was then in mourning or not ? — I cannot take 
upon me to say that. 

According to the best of your recollection ?— I cannot 
take upon myself to be certain to say it. 

Do you think she was or not ? — I really cannot say. 

If you had seen her in coloured clothes two or three 
months after her father's death, would not that circumstance 
have struck yon? — It cannot strike me to know whether 
she had it then or not, I cannot tell whether she had ; I 
cannot say whether she had it or not. 

You have told us what is the general practice of GIou- 
, cescer ; namely, for children to go into mourning after the 
death of their father ? — Yes. 

Would it not have struck you if in this instance this 
person who was decently and properly dressed, put on co- 
loured clothes immediately after her father's death ? — She 
had some black clothes when she went away, but I cannot 
tell what she had when she came back, whether she was in 
mourning or not. 

Do you recollect when Lady Berkeley came back from 
Lady Talbot's, her learning to dress hair ?— Yes. 

Before she went to Mrs. Foote's ? — Yes ; I fancy of one 
Whittick of Gloucester, but I am not certain. 

Was she living in your house at the time she learned to 
dress hair ?— I cannot positively say whether she was at my 
house, or backwards and forwards to Farren's. 

Digitized by VjOOv Ic 



( 229 } 

You do not recollect the t:me of the year she came back 
to your house from Lady Taihot's ?— -Siie came very soon 
after she went ; wlietlicr two months, or tliree or four after 
the death of her father, I cannot say. 

Are you sure it was not so much as six months ?-.-! do 
not believe it was. 

Did she go immediately from yonr house to Lady Tal- 
bot's ?— She went to London. She told me she was engaged 
to Lady Talbot's, but could not stand the work, and came 
back to me. 

Did she go straight from you to Lady Talbot's, or to any 
other place ?— -She went to London. 

You do not know whose house she went to in'London ?— 
No, I do not. 

• You do not know to whom she was recommended in 
London in the first instance ? — No ; I cannot tell any thing 
about London, 

Do you know of any recommendation she had to anj 
other place ? — Xo, I do not. 

Do you remember the militia being out in 1783, after the 
peace ? — I cannot tell. 

D« you remember Lord Berkeley being in Gloucester at 
the time?'— Lord Berkeley was always in Glouce;3ter , he 
^vas very often there ; I mean I cannot pretend to say to the 
time. 

D® you remember in the month of March nS3, whether 
Lady Berkeley was still witli LadyTalbot or not ?— -1 cannot 
say. 

She left you in February ? — Her father died in December 
1783, I think. 

Do you think she returned to you so early as March r— -I 
cannot. say ; but she did not stop long 1 know. 

During the time slie was with vou, after she returned 
from Lady Talbot's, did Lord Berkeley ever visit ber there > 
.—Never in his life. 

Did you ever 1 1 ear of Lord Berkeley ^s v'lsmng her >— 

When was it vou wer^ vaiT^»«^^^>' ^^'- ^'*'^'^' ^~T\^^^ 
weeks a^o last Mond-,,,'' J'rHin't^. . . ^ ^o 

Are you qu.te sure ,' vlr- ^''^'^ e^ammeA vcnx ^^ 
Mr. Fenddl havinJ "I'S^ fUcly Berkeley mtheWe^,^^ 
Srreef?-..res. ^ ^'isited ^-^^ ' Digitized by V^OO^lC^^e^ 

You arc anh^ . .^;tV» rv^x^f^rx to the >> ^st^ 
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Street, he examined you ?— -He asked, whether 1 recoU 
leered see'njr Mr. FenJall come to the Westgate Street. 

Does the Gloucester coach to London go through Woot- 
ton ? — -1 cannot ceil. 

Did not Mai y and Susan go to London at the same time ^ 
—Yes, tliey <lid. 

Do you know where Susan lived at the time that Mary 
was vvitM Lady Berkeley^ — I cannot tell. 

Do you know whether she was ever with Lady Talbot? — 
I beiievc, hy what I heard, that they both lived in one 
house, ^ w I cannot say. 

D ' vou IcnoA^ whether Susan remained with Lady Talbot 
after ^li^^y came back to Gloucester ? — Not so long as Mary 
did 1 believe, but I am not certain. 

You believe Susan to have quitted Lady Talbot's service 
before Mary ? — I be lieve she did. 

Can you teli i:.e iime of the year when you saw Lord 
Berkeley come out of Farren's house ? — It was in the 
summer of 1785. 

Duriiig Uidy Bekeley's residence when she returned from 
Lai'v Taii.ti's service, she was constantly at your house ?— 
At mv house ki tiic night ancl Farren's in the day generally. 

Did she ever sleep out of your house ? — I cannot say she 
never did ; she was generally at my house. 

She was emj-loyed m sewing for you ? — Yes. 

She 'vas griieially at your house? — Yes, 

Visiting at Farren's in the day- lime ? — Yes. 

Did you at any ti»rie ever see Lord Berkeley in the pre- 
sent e of Mary Cole ?— I have seen him go down the Street, 
but I never saw him with her in my life. 

EDWARD BLOXSOME being again called in, was 
ask d by the Solicitor General, whether he had seen the 
present ( loniair write, and if he was acquainted with h^ 
hand wnunp ?— To which answering in the aflSrmative, a 
paper was shewn him, which he believed to be the present 
Lord Berkeley's hand-wruing. — The committee adjourned. 

JAMES CHAPMAN deposed, that he was in Lady 
Beikcl y\s sei v ce in 1799; he remembered M , Tudor's 
]. ,vi(.o -> the casth. He also mentioned, hat LadjrC 
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SUSANNA GLOSSOP, the mother of Lady Berkeley, , \ * 

dc|H>seJ, that she was m her 75th year, and was also the 
mother of Mr. Tudor, William Tudoi, who was ^lalf- 
baptized by that name on account of her having a verv bad 
time, and on account of a sister of her husband's that lived - 

somewhere witli a gentleman of the name of Tudor, who, I 

when he died, left her a great deal of money. 

Being asked if she knew of any boys that used to call 
upon her son, going backwards and forwards to school ?— * , ' 

She answered, '' I never know*d a boy to call upon him, ( 

never." She further stated, that he went by the name of 
Tudor, because Lord and Lady Berkeley desired it might , 
be so. : 

Being asked if she remembered her husband's deatli ? — 
She answered, I cannot remember the date or the day of the . \ 

month. I , 

What became of you after his death ? — T did not stop but 
a very small time, about a fortnight I believe, where wc 
Uvcd ; and then I went to die landlord and desired him to 
settle my affairs, for I could not be happy to stay there any 
longer ; and I went to my daughter at Gloucester. 

Did you not go to Mrs. Williams, Medlicott that was ?— 
Yes, I lodged with her, but not when I first went ; when 
I first went I lodged with my daughter Farren. 

Were your two daughters Mary and Susan along with 
you ? — Yes. 

Did they go out to service from thence r — ^They did. 

Did they go together, or one before the other ? — ^They 
both went together. There was Mrs. Walhank, a clergy- 
man's lady, that got them places at London, to Lady 
Talbot's, and they both went up there, both together. She 
recommended them to a person in Loi^ou, and thai other 
gentlewoman got the place for theiti V>y t\\at other recom.- 
mcndation. \u ' > 

How long did they stay ia that Qpr vice ot 1^1 '^^^^Ak 
-Susan did not stay so"^ lonl ,^^^ 
very ill. I think she was |^^' u^^i <^.c.^^^ ^^^^ 

That was my middlemost dauo4, . . x,^\vc.^^^>ov^^ 

How long did Mary scav :» ^ ^ta-v^^^^^"^ 

quarter of a y^r, but am nJt'c^.^'^^ ^r^^^x^' ,^ to^^x^o^ t^ 
. After your husband's death ^> ^ ^^^<^ f Cnno]c> 
into mourning for him ?-^ v ^^ y^^ by V^OOgiC 
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How long (liJ you all continue to mourn for hiin ? — I 
wore mine for years after he died. 

How long did your daughters wear theirs ?— I imagine 
when they got to L'^ndon they did n'>t wear it long. 

Did they go to London in it ?— -Tiiey went to London in 
it. 

It was deep mourning that they put on ?-"Ycs. 

Black ?— Yes. 

They were dressed in black ?— -Yes. 

Do you remember being at Farren's when lie was in 
Southgate Street ?— Yes. 

Did you live in the house there P— I was with Medlicott, 
and sometime at Fan en's in the dciy-tlme. 

•Did you ever know of my Lord Berkeley ever visitin'^ 
any where there ? — Yes, he used to come to Gloucester a 
g{A)d deal. 

What house did he use to come to at Gloucester ?— I am 
not certain whetjier it was the King's Flcad, I believe it was ; 
but I am not certain. 

Do you know any young person that he used to visit at 
Gloucester at all ?— No, not t'hen I do not. 

Did you knrAv at all before you left Gloucester to come 
to London ?— -I did net. 

What time did ycrj come to London ? — It was about 
autumn ; the latter end of autumn I l>elicve, or in the wiu- 
tej", 1 be'nt sure which.. 

Did your dau-^hier Fa: ren and her husband come up then 
to London ? — No, s'.ie went before mc, and one child 
was very ill. 

Di.i Mary go before you to London, or after you ?— She 
went before n-.c. 

Did sliC go bv Icr'^clf, or witii any of the rest of the 
family r— bhe went t'xn to Mrs. Footers. 

Did she go to Mis. Foote's from Soutl^gate Street?— Yes. 

Are you sure of that? — Yes; there was a lady that 
hired her, and gave her her earnest and every thing. 

How long did sk»e remain absent at Mrs. Foote's ? — ^I am 
sure I ca::inot say ho'vV Icng, but more than half a year 
before her sister sent for her away. 

Which sioter ? — Her sister Susan wrote down to us tl^at 
she was wonderfully married, had married a very great p<r-iC 
son, and that she took her sister away from Mrs. Foote's 
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longer ; she said she wrote to her sister Farrcn the same, that 
she would send for her. 

Did you see your daughter Mary after that ?— Yes, when 
I went to London I think I did. 

Did you never see her after she had been at Mrs; Foote's 
till vou saw her in London ? — I think not. 

Are you sure you did not ? — I am not quite correct in that 
-poinr. 

Recollect yourself a little, and say whether you did not 
se'^ her after she had been at Mrs. Foote's in service till you 
saw licr in London ? — I think I can safely say I did not. 

A\'here did you see her in London ? — ^I saw her ; she came 
to Mrs. Farren's, where she v as in lodgings. 

Whose lodgings ? — She was in Old Burlington Street, 
No. 19. 

Were those Mrs. Fairen's lodgings, or were they Mar\''s 
lodgings ? — No, they were her lodgings, the eldest girFs, 
Mrs. Farren's. 

Had Mary any lodgings of her own ?•— She was with her 
sister Susan at that time. 

This is the avtumn or the winter of 17S5 you are speak- 
ing of? — I believe it is ; I do not know the date. 

Was it the autumn or the winter you went to London in ? 
—Yes it was. 

From Mrs. Farren's in Southgate Street ?— -J^es. 

At that time Mary was living with Susan ? — Yes. 

Where ? — I forget now where she did live. 

Was it in Charles Street, Berkeley Square ? — I think it 
was ; yes, it was. 

How long did she live with her sister in Charles Street, 
Berkeley Square ? — I cannot say how long ; I do not think 
she staid there long. 

Do you mean by loner, a month or two months, or more , 
^— I do not know that she staid so long as that. 

Where did she go to frem thence ?.-She had lod^m?? 
taken her in Park Street ^ 

Did yoa see her Z\rk Street ?.^Yes •, I <^^ onc^ ^^ 
ivvlccy but not at fir^f v.et 

How Jong had v^ t '^ I^onAon before you s^^v W 
in Park Street :>!? l^^ ^'^ ^^ 1 dare say ; \ ^?^' ^^"""^^ 
sav bow many mon^'^^ f^^/V»adbeen some ^^^^^^Gnnot;b^ 

When you ^ ^^S but 1 ^^,, she far ^^^^W ^U^^ 
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birth o^ the child^ did you use ta take yodr flieals by yoiu 
self ? — Yes, except he was out. 

Did you rcceivd any compensatidn for living with them ? — 
No. 

Did you receive no money from thtm ?-^Jfo more dian 
what they pleased to give me; 

Were not you, before you went to live with them, in 
the habit of going out as a nurse ?-^I did not go oiit to nurse 
constantly ; i used to go when I was sent for to better sort 
of people, if there was any difficulty with the breast, or 
any thing of that sort, but 1 did not constantly go out to 
nurse. 

When you did go out to nurte were you paid for it ?— 
Yes ; if I did go they always made roe a present. 

Was not that the way bjr which yoii acquired your liveli. 
hood then ? — No. 

Had you any other tneans then than some little money of 
your own .^--'I was a very good hand at ray needle, and I 
could earn a good deal of nloiley that way. 

It was by your needle or going out to service you acquired 
your livelihood then ?— Yes.'. 

Did you receive nothing for being with Lord Berkeley's 
family ?— ^Certainly, I was paid ; they paid me just what 
thev liked ; 1 never made any bargain, it was just what his 
Lordship pleased ; she used to make me presents. 

Did you come into this House to be sworn ? — Yes* 

Can you tell how long your son staid with Mr. Parker ?•— 
I believe about three months. 

What became of htm at the end of three months?— Wc 
^11 went up to London. 

Do you know who maintained the family after they 
came up to London ?— Sasan, she that said she was mar- 
ried so welL 

Can you state the name of the lady in London, who re- 
commended your dauehters to Lady- Talhpi ? — 1 .^^^^ 
now; she was a very rp<:nec«b\e woman ^beVlevemdee<^v 
I know she was by LhrKfrs. Walbank said, but I caritvo^ 
recollect her name LI . ibe street where she Vived. 

Is Mrs. Walbaok T' ? ^^^ ^^ ^^' ^^^^^>^ ^""^ ' 
say she is nor. ^"^^ • tj v -r l>^» 

Before you went t i. \i\^ vour dauabtermPaT^ -»-^ ^^ 

hzd you any evr!?!/^ Kve ^'^''VWe aubiect of her bemg jc0^ 
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M hat did Lady Berkeley say lo you at that time? — She 
lamc to me on a Saturday, and said, " Mother, \vSll you 
r.ome and be with me while I lie-in/' ^'No, says I, my dear, 
I shall not.** *' Why, what is your reason r" *' Because, 
says I, I think you are not married, and that is the reason • 
I will not go to be with you to encourage vice; 1 cannot 
look upon you as my daughter if you are not lawfully mar- 
ried." She came up to me, and burst out crying, and said, 
*' Mother, to-morrow is Sunday, and you and I will go to 
sacrament together ; and if you will go with me, I will 
take the sacrament;'* but she first said she was married. 
** I am married, says she ; but it is a secret ;" and then she 
said, ** Mother, to satisfy you, we will go together to-mor- 
row morning and take the sacrament, 1 will with you, and 
then I hope you will think that I cannot do such a thing as 
that, without I am a good woman ; I would not do it for 
all the world." ** Very well, says I, then, my dear, J will 
attend on you ;'V and we both cried, and then we went to 
the sacrament ; and when she came out, she came to me 
and took me in her arms, and said, " Mother, do you think 
1 could have done this as 1 have done, if I was not an honest 
woman r" '* No, says I, I think and hope you would 
not." '* Very well, then ; now, says she, I hope you will 
be content, and come and he with me ; I have satisfied you 
as far as 1 can." 

Did you ever dissuade your daughter Mary from living 
with Susannah, who was called Tumour ? — She left her 
before I was aware that she was an abandoned creature — 
Mary did. 

When did you first know tliat Mrs. Turnour was not a 
married woman ?— I do net know when it was ; but she 
satisfied mc that slie was not whea I saw her again, after she 
had left her. 

Did you visit Mrs. Turnour after you came to , settle in 
London r--*Never. 

DORCAS SANEGAR being ex-amined as to Mrs. Price's 
p;oing away, and being asked what she heard her say, re* 
plied, " Airs. Price went away on account of not dining 
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The Rev. ROBERT FERRYMAN deposed, that he had 
known Lord Berkeley from the beginning of 1787, and 
considered himself upon ^ footing of considerable intimacy 
with him. Being asked if he remembered a person of the 
name of Mrs. Bell, at Cranford, he answered yes. 

Did you observe how she was employed there ? — I ob- 
serv ed her frequently cleaning, pictures, and in the act of 
painting. 

Are you quite sure you have seen her in both those em- 
ployraenis ? — Most certainly. 

How was she habited at that time ? — I recollect perfectly, 
when she was cleaning the pictures, seeing her wiili an apron 
on, to keep herself from being dirted. 

Had she any spunge and cloths ?^ — She had. 
. She had brushes, and colours and things about her ? — 
Yes, slie had. 

Did you see this more than once ? — I recollect seeing her 
frequently there ; she was staymg there for a week or ten 
days, or more, together ; I was going there only occasioa- 
aliy. When 1 paid those occasional visits I saw her fre- 
quently so occupied. 

That was at Cranford ? — Yes. 

Did you know Mr. Chapeau ? — Certainly. 

Was he upon a footing of intimacy with Lord Berkeley ? 
!Most assuredly. 

What degree of intimacy did you observe subsisting be- 
tween him and Lord Berkeley ? — I considered him as one of 
Lord Berkeley's intimate friends at that time ; there were 
but few days passed when 1 did not see him th«re« 

Do you remember whether they rode out together ? — 
Frequently. 

Had they any other amusements together ?— No, not 
particularly ; he used to ride and go shooting with him. I 
did not go shooting with Lord Btikeley, my pursuits were 
rather diiFercnt. He was there most' days, and frequeatiy 
dined there. 

Did Mrs. Chapeau. dnrlnir tlie time thai she was oa those 
terms of intimacy, vie*, l ^ ? 1 never saw her. . 

You were ver; w'^^^io the fam\\v>-^cs-, 1 ^f 
there most days. 1 ^"^^^^ |:i Arlington ai{d Drayton, a^rx^ ^ 
was there most davs ^^^ ^^ t iv 

Diirm^ this riiie i. ^.^c «ame did the preset.^ ^-^"^^r 
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Did you ever hear lier called by any other namd than Mls« 
Tudor at that time ? — Not at that time ; when I first had the 
honour of being introduced to Lord Berkeley, she went by the 
name of Maria only. 

Did you, at any time, ever hear her spoken of during your 
intimacy witli Lord Berkeley, by any other name than the 
one you liave mentioned ? — Certainly not. 

Did she, at that time, pass as the wife of Lord Berkeley or 
otherwise ? — •! never considered her as his wife, nor did I ever 
hear her called such. 

Do you happen to recollect hearing Lady Berkeley use any 
expression respecting Lord Berkeley, or the footing on which 
she lived with him ? — I recollect, very early in my acquaint- 
ance with Lord Berkeley at Berkeley Castle, one morning after 
breakfast, Dr. Jenner, I think, was there. I recollect per* 
fectly well she had one child upon hef lap, which was Frede- 
rick, and the other son vyas sitting by her j the elder one she 
^ drew him to her, and said, *' these are the ties ; if it was not 
for these it could not be supposed I woull live with Lord 
Berkeley on the terms I am living with him ;'* or words to 
that effect. 

At what time, as nearly as you can recollect^ was that 
expression used by Lady Berkeley ? — I chink that must have 
been in 1788 or 1789. 

ELIZABETH MARTHA CHICHELY CHAPEAU was 

examined as follows : 

You arc the wife of the Reverend Mr. Chapeatf ?— Yes. 

Were you upon any footing of intimacy with Lady Berke- 
ley, before the year 1796 ? — 1 paid a visit to Cranford once, 
and enquired for Mrs. Price. Miss Tudor caii>e into the 
parlour ; I thanked her and Lord Berkeley for their enquiries 
after my son so often at my door, on account of his being ill 
of the small pox, of which he died. 

You called on Mrs. Price? — Yes. 

Your visit was to Mrs. Price ?— Yes. 

When was it you visited Mrs. Price when you saw Lord 
and Lady Berkeley ? — My son, I believe, died eighteen years 
ago, the 2d day of March, and it was between tliat and the 
year 1790, but I cannot tell exactly the date. 

Do vou remember how lornr it was after the death* pf^^|c> 
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It was at Cranford ' — Yes. 

After that, did Lord or Lady Berkeley call at Mr. Clia- 
peau's, or upon you ?— r-Lordand Lady Berkeley were iiirhc 
habit of stopping at the door frequently, with messages to 
Mr. Chapeau, as they came in and out of town ? 

Upon any of those occasions did Lady Berkeley pav any 
visii (o you ? — After Miss Tudor's marriage at Lambeth, the 
16th of May 1796, I paid her Ladyship two visits, one at 
Cranford House and the othor in Spring Gardens. ^VTien I 
was in company with Lord and Lady Berkeley two or three 
of the childifn and my own little girl, and no one else was 
pre*ient whatever. 

Do you remember at any time prior to the year 1796, 
Lady Berkeley paying you any visits ? — Never, any otherwise 
than calling at the door. 

When she called at ihe door, was she admitted into your 
house, to see and speak to you in your own house ?— To the 
best of my recollection, never. 

Do you remember ever having been yourself at her house, 
either at Cranford or any where else, before 179n, except the 
one occasion thai you have before described ? — No, never. 

Do yoif ever remember seeing Lady Berkeley and Mrs. 
B«ll in the garden, walking in the garden of Cranford House, 
I^rd Berkeley's House? — To the best of my recollection, I 
never saw Mis. Bell in my life. 

Are you confident you iid nor meet Mr. and Mrs. Bell in 
the house or gardens at Cranford before 1796 ? — Perfectly 
con'fident, to the best of my recollection, I never met Lady 
Berkeley in the gardeq in my life ; nor do 1 know Mrs. Bell 
by sight. 

You can perhaps with certainty say, whether you were 
before the year 1796 in the habit of receiving or paying 
visits to Lady Berkeley ? — Never. 

You did not visit l^cr nor receive visits from her ? — 
Never. 

The Witness was directed to withdraw. 
Then the follotvino^ u^ u^fore proved to be of the li^x^i- 
writing of LordB!7^7' \^ere delivered \^ ^^^ ^^^^ - 
- My dear Sir, T i^^ Castle, January 2^tb, iB. y i • 
" As I know vot ^'^"^ZI^ of the oUksi and most i^t^ 

mar/, frif^nri rr^^ tJ.^^ ^Crp CF^J^ , ..l,^ ^W^ V.V.e.riV of TeC^VX^S'' ^ 
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election, wliich commenced yesterday. I shall also be most 
happv if you will do me the honour of paying me a visit at 
this place, either on your way to Gloucester or on your 
return from it. I remain, dear Sir, 

most truly your's, 

(Addressed) BERKFXEY/' 

** Frog Mill, January Twenty-ninth, 1811. 

To the Rev** J. Chapeau, 
Piccadilly, 
Berkeley. London/' 

*' My dear Sir, Berk. Dec^ 5^^ —93. 

" I am much obliged to you for your account of the ac- 
tion at Butcher's Grove, and it would not have been so fatal 
had not young officers been concerned ; young generals are 
but bad things to have the entire direction and option to en- 
gage. What the devil is the history of Snell's prosecution ? 
I am ignorant. My poor little girl is no more. We have 
plenty of Woodcocks. 

I remain your's, sincerely, 
(Addressed) BERKELEY.'^ 

" Berkeley, December fifth. 
To 93. 

The Rev'' Mr. Chapeau, 
at Mr.Allnott's, 
Tree Hounslow, 

Berkeley. Midd'x." 

" Dear Chapeau, Saturday Morn^. 

** To-morrow I am off to Berkeley, so that you may 
occupy Cranford House as soon as you please. Inclosed is 
the account, settled to a fixed time, and you will find twenty 
pounds left in a note for you in Cook's hands. One garden 
man discharged, and Mat. Davis is added to thresh out the 
oats. 

I remain your's, tec. 

BERKELEY," 
Adjourned. 

On the 13th of June, Admiral PRESCOTT being/caUed Jii^ 
was examined as follows : ^^^ ^^ VjOO^ie 
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♦he year 1750 wcwcreatMary-le-bone School together, and 
""om that time to the hour of his death, in total I suppose 
very near sixty years. 

Were you much with him at Berkeley ? — A good deal, at 
different times ; my service inteiTupted me sometimes of 
course. 

And at Cranford ? — At Cranford a ^ood deal. 
Were you in tli^ habit of calling upon him frequently 
when you were in I.ondon ? — I lived verv much with him in 
the house ; I will tell you how much : I did not see Lord 
Berkeley from the time: of our leaving school ; I went to the 
academy at Portsmouth, and from thence to sea ; I was made 
Lieutenant in 1758, and was then at Cranford ; from that 
time I never saw Lord Beikeley till 1 met him in Paris, 
^vhich, I suppose, must have been the year 1766. When 
he came of age there, we renewed our intimacy. I was 
obliged to go to Oi leans, he came over to keep his birthday ; 
I followed him in Julv, and went to Berkeley Castle, where 
I rcmr^ined some time ; Lord Berkeley had frequently pressed 
me to become an inmate in his house, which 1 had refused, 
on the ground that it might be a restraint to me ; but he r&- 
moved that, and I became an inmate in his house in 1769, 
and he lived then in Berkeley Row^ I went to sea again in 
1166. 

W^hen did vou ci^o to sea again ? — I think it must have been 
In I77G, as Lieutenant of the Valiant, with the late Admiral 
Levison Gower ; and in 1778 1 was promoted t« the rank of 
commander. I lived with Lord Berkeley from the year 1769 
to the year 1779, always without interruprion. 

Do you 1 ememher heiiig at Berkeley Cast\e any part df the 
year 178+ or 1785 ?— I must have been there in both years, 
1 should think; bu:r<r^ not exactly recoWect vhe time 1 
think I met the present admiral and his whe ^^^l^^^^J^^^ 
rhey were there for some time, and I W3s ^^^^J^^J^^^^^^^^ 
tt^7^\ ^ ^ ^-Uld not be positive :^s to the year,bu. 1 t.unV. 
/f Has m 17gj_ »^ .if 

ylfaout xvK r, J..,™, suppose It was? \ 

think, it w7. • ' P'rt of the year do yott ^^PP 

Were vn. '" '^e sii'ii">er moti-nS' v'OUT tecoV.ectioTrv, 

kchi^ beg, ';^5"erc. soc::kingto '^',^f?^ oottccoUeci tH^t 

hiaore t/,3 "^ tl,e he^i^- »i..g ot tiie year 1 '^^ 
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Do ydu recollect taking any Journey in February 1785, 
from Berkeley Castle to London? — No, 1 do not' recollect 
any such circumstance. 

Do you recollect taking a journey from. Berkeley Castle, 
in company with Lord Berkeley, Mr. Hupsman, and his 
daughter, Miss Hupsman? — I have not the most distant re- 
collection of it ; but I suppose I may venture to say, that a 
circumstance of that kind might not be screwed to one's 
memory, of a girl geing down with Lord Berkeley. I know- 
that Mr, Hupsman frequently went with us, that is some- 
times, as other people have. We had sometimes three in a 
chaise ; but I have not the least recollection of Miss Hupsman 
being in a chaise ; I have endeavoured to recollect it, but can- 
not do it. 

You have heard of it ? — I have. 

You do not recollect whether you came up to town with 
her, or went down with her, to Berkeley ? — I have not the 
most disl/ant recollection of the circumstance; it is not a cir- 
cumstance to attach itself to one's memory. 

Do you remember seeing Lord Berkeley in February, 
March, or April 1785 ? — I certainly must have seen him, I 
think, because I was an inmate in his house. I lived with 
him in Grafton Street in 1785, but I cannot say that it was 
January, February, or March ; but I must frequently have 
seen him those months. 

You cannot recollect at all, whether you did or did not go 
down to Berkeley in the beginning of 1785 ? — No, I cannot 
recollect ; I think it very probable, but I never marked the 
time. I never conceived my being placed in this situation. 
You do not mean to say tnat you did not go down ? — No; 
on the contrary I cannot say that I did not ; I could ascer- 
tain the fact, because I kept journals, but I have destroyed 
them. For the last eleven years of my life I could tell where 
I was, but I have not those early bqoks ; I destroyed themy 
being troublesome to me, some years ago. 

Do you remember the first son, William Fitzhardingc 

Berkeley, being born ? — Yes ; I was not present, 1 was at 

Berkeley Castle at the time j it was the 26th of December 

1786. 

Was he afterwards christened in London, do you know ?— 

I do not know. notizedbyGpOQlC 

Whon did you first see Miss Tudor ? — 1 saw h/iiss Tudor, 
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• How was she treated bv Lord Berkeley at that time, as 
I-ady Berkeley or as Miss Tudor? — Never as Uidy Berkeley, 
not as it appeared to me. 

When did you first hear her called Lady Berkeley ? — -I do 
not think that I heard of her being Lady Berkeley till the year 
probably before this business was before this house. 

That would he in the year 1797 or 1798 ; the business 
Was before this house in 1 799 ?— ^I suppose it might be in 
1798 ; it was from a particular circumstance that I recollect 
it must be about that time. It was this : I was met in Sr. 
Jaines's Street by the late Sir Godfrey Webster^ and two or 
three other gentlemen I do not recollect ; Sir Godfrey met 
me, and asked me whether it was true that Lord Berkeley- 
was married to Miss Tudor ; this must have been, I suppose, 
in^he year 1798. I ansvfered him, that I knew nothing of 
the matter. He said it tvas extraordinary that I should not ; 
who could know it if I did not ? I told him upon my word I 
did not know any thing at all about the matter. I went 
home that very day, or, perhaps, by the next post, wrote a 
letter to Miss Tudor to tell her the circumstance that had 
happened to me, and to request that she would furnish me 
wich an answer upon such occasion. I received, in return, a 
letter from her finishing in this way : " to those who make 
inquiry after me you may say, that your sincere and aflfcc* 
tionate friend has, for a long time past, been Maria Berke« 
ley.*' 

Is that letter in existence ? — ^No, it is not, nor any letter of 
Aat date. I never keep any letters. I never dreamt of this 
situation, nor did I think I should outliv« Lord Berkeley. 

Did you ever hear Lord Berkeley, before the ye*r 1799, 
say any thing* about his children, as legitimate or iUegiilmatc ; 
whether his children were begotten in wedlock or not >— No, 
he never spoke to me in the most distant manner about it. I 
never conceived they were. He never sporke to ^^ ^^ J^^^^^^ 
the business wn., l / ^w i/ ^^ - \t was l^st ihen that L 

uble/ 1-ord 1>^*'«S Xudor and 'h^ ch.ld'^^^^^^es. ^^^ 
to/ness at f K J*«rlceJeyr and Iwerc left to asked my Lo' ^p 

Bakcley if /, * hme wa* l>eforc this house. ^ ^th mi^* y«*f^ 
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fto you remember your sitting in the dining- parlour when 
they returned from the House of Lords in tlie year 1799 ? — • 
No, I was not sitting in the diaing-parlour when they return- 
ed from the House of Lords. 

Where were you ? — I may have seen them after their re- 
turn, but not in the dining-roem. 

Do you recollect what passed on their returning from the 
House of Lords ?---! do not recollect their return from the 
House of Lords; I may have seen them, but I do not recol- 
lect when it happened ; I did not live in Spring Gardens upon 
my return from the King's service in the year 1795. When 
I had the honour of my flag, the family had so increased, that 
there was not room for me, and I went to a residence of my . 
own, and 1 was not an inmate of the house after that. 

Do you remember any thing said by Lady Berkeley in 
Spring Gardens about what had been passing in the House of 
Lords, any thing said in the presence of Mr. Chapeau ?— 
No, I do not recollect any thing in the presence of Mr. 
Ghapcau. 

Do you recollect any thing said at that time, not in the 
presence of Mr. Chapeau ? — I do not i ecoUect any thing ; 
no conversation when Mr. Chapeau was present. A con- 
versation may have passed, when I did not hear it ; I sit at 
dinner, there is a general conversation, and I do not get ten 
words out of ten thousand. Unless I am applied to, I do not 
bear it at alL 

Do you remember whether Mr. Chapeau ever told yon, 
that Lady Berkeley had given him an account of her first 
acquaintance with Lord Berkeley ? — No, I do not recollect 
any such circumstance. Mr. Chapeau has mentioned other 
things to me, but I never recollect his having given an ac- 
count of her life, never. ,^ , ^,^^^ 
^« you recollect Chapeau's having lo^A you, about 1199, 
or thereabouts, that he v'as determined ^'^l^^^l^^^^^^ 

;^-ng the fa„,ny ; and poor Lord B-^^^i;^^^ ,, ,We U Vx.--. 
t>^oaus^ .^^ thr ieason, but I did rK>t ^ ^^ ^^^ \v^iio\^ 

sir at a ^^^ for qmiing the family evidence a^a.\xvs^ ^^ 

^^-Tie^ ^^^^ Where he might becom^ C p^oIp <^ot 

^TJC^^ you r^_il^rt x^Ki^rr that waS - _,aw. -.nd UOt p ^ \V^^'' 
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How was Mr. Chapcau generally received by Lord BerJie^ 
ley?— With perfect friendship and good-humour on every 
occasion I have seen. I never saw them depart from that 
at all ; he always appeared to be in habits of great intimacy 
till after he quitted the house, and then he spoke of him as»' 
loving him and liking him. ^ 

The manner of Lord Berkeley's reception of Mr. Chapeau 
was that he would have ^iveii lo any other friend ? — Exactty 
so to my ey^. 

Were ther^ any ladies visited Lady Berkeley before the 
year 1798, when you first heard 6f the marriage ? — Not of 
.consideration, I believe. I understood, though 1 have not 
perhaps been exactly present, that a Mrs. Black, the widow 
of a clergyman at Berkeley, visited Miss Tudor. 

You do not know that of your own knowledge ? — I wa» 
not present ; perhaps I might, but I can venture to say she 
did visit Miss Tudor, because it was in every body's mouth 
in the village. 

Had you ever any conversation with Lady Berkeley about 
her marriage ? — No ; I cannot say that I have liad any con. 
versation with Lady Beikeley about her marriage, till the 
event of the marriage of 1796 had been disclosed, which was 
to meperhnps in the beginning of the year 1799, or thelatter 
end of 1798, in consequence o( Sir Godfrey Webster's stop- 
ping me, which I have already stated to this House. 

You neVer had, previous to that time, any intimation of 
any kind t«oai Lady Berkeley that she was married ? — Good 
God, never ! I never had an idea that she was married. 

Did Lord or Lady Berkeley ever give you any detail of the 
circumstances that led to their first connection ? — Never. 

Had you any reason ever to know what were the circum* 
stances that led to the first connection between Lord and 
Lady Berkeley ? — I do not know that I had any reason to 
know what were the circumstances that led to that first ac- 
quaintance ; because I really cannot say that I know any 
thing about it. 1 know that tliey were acquainted, but I do 
not know what led to their acquaintance. I know perfectly 
that they were acquainted. 

October, 1 78 5, you are understood to say was the first 
time you saw Miss Tudor? — It might have been about the 
i22d or 23;l of October, 1785; it is maiked by a very ludi- 
crous circumstance, which I will relate to the House, if they 
please; it will cause laughter; I was sitting with Lord Bcike- 
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"WTiere^ — In Grafron- street, in the year IT 85, in the month 
r>f Ociober nS5, he told me he would take me to tea witli 
two very prettv women. I was then twenty-six years 
younger than I am now, and it was very agree:ible to me. 
In picklnj; the bone of a pheasant I broke one of my teech ; 
my tongne found tlie vacancy, and Isaid, " Good God, I 
have swalltiwed a tooth." **'A tooth," said he: "Yes," 
I said, '« I have." We went in the evening to visit Miss 
TuJor ; and her sisrev, called Mrs. Tumour, being seated by 
he , I told her she was sitting hv one of the most extraordi- 
nary men in ^ the world, •* How so ?" says she. " Ma- 
dam," says I,' *» I have a tooth in my stomach." 

You are sure ot the date ; this passed in October 1735 r — • 
I am, upon my oath, as to the date, the month of October, 
17S5. 

You saw Ladv Berkeley that time wirh her sister, Mrs. 
Tumour ? — Yes', by her sister. 

By what name was she introduced to you ? — Susan wag 
her name. 

When did you see them ? — It was in the Brompton Road» 
in a street declininT to the right ; there is a chapel ; 1 do not 
Icnowthe street; there are tiiree small houses, with bow win- 
dows ; hut I do not know the name of it. 

To whom did that house belong ? — I cannot tell. 
Was it at MissTudoi's lodgings, or her sister's lod^^t^?^ 
• you iin(!erstood voii saw her ?— I did not understand ^^^^.^^ 
fhe other; Lord Berkeley told me he would takevW>o ^n ^^ 
tea wuh two very prettv women; ar.d it did ^^^^^^^Xe^l 
me whether it was at Hampsread, or Hi^h^aC^^. ot ^\,^^;^e- 
•/r'' y«" remember being ^vHh Lord Berk <^f^'\^^,:,e -, 1 

rH>d of that same year previous to October?- ^^ 

^'as an inmate at his house a'ti tne year. .. o^^^'^^^-'^'^ 

l-)o you recollect where be was in the mot*'^^ ^^ '^v'^^^'^ 

^o I do not recollect; he was very ofren vvi ^^^^^< <^^^^ ' 



TO ;ght have gone for a dav or two. ^eC^^^"" 

A here is no circumstance brings to vour rec-^=^^ _-^'^^\>.^o<^ 
^ner he was with the militia or not in that vea ^ :z ^ ^^^^^^ V' 

Were you ever in Gloucester m that year ?— — ' ^^^^*=:r^^^A ci\e ^^ 
«^^at 1 was ; 1 should not suppose 1 wai; hut ^^ -^ c^ ^^^ ^1^^ 

V, ^" cannot say whether you were at Ber*^'^^^^ i'^Y ^^ 
^^ month of November, 1784 r— No, { cani:» <^^^ ^^ , .\\ 
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Susan together, at any other time than that vrsir,* when you 
told them of your tootli r — Not for a' great while; I did not 
see them together, I believe, till the house was taken for her 
in Pc'rk-streer. I took the house. 

After you took the house in Park-street, did you see Lord 
Berkeley, Miss Tudor, and Susan together after that ? — I 
never saw Susan with her after that, not in that house. 

In any other kouss? — Yes, I have in another house. 

Where ? — In Princes-strect, Hanover-square. 

Was Miss Tudor visiting Mrs. Tumour, or Mrs. Turnour 
visiting Miss Tudor ? — Tiiat I cannot tell. 

Was Lord Berkeley there? — No, he was not. 

When was the hoii^e taken in Park-street ; can you recoU 
lect ? — Yes, perfectly, because I have got the-receipts in my. 
pocket. 

The witness produced several papers, and said ; here are 
the I eceipts for the house, and here is the attorney's letter 
upon paying. 

This is the receipt for the rent of the house in Park-street? 
— ^Yes, which I suppose miglu take place about ilie middle 
of the year 1786, and be given up in the middle o( the year 
1787, wlien Miss Tudor becj^me an inmate of the house in 
Grafton -street. 

Upon whose account did you pay this? — On Lord Berke- 
ley's account. 

Then when Miss Tudor was living in that house in Park- 
street, wlien you paid this rent on Lord Berkeley's account, 
arc the Committee to understand you saw Susan at that house 
in Park-street ? — I never saw her in tliat house in Park- 
street. 

But in Princes-street ? — Yes, in Princes-street I saw her. 

Subsequently lo that period of 1787 ? — No. 

17S6 ? — No, antecedent to thar. 

When did you see her last in Princes-street ?-r-It must have 
been in the month of December, in the year 1785. 

Have you ever seen her since ? — I do not recollect ever to 
have seen her^irrce ; I do not know what prevented it, I hac^ 
no objection to see her ; but I never saw her afterwacds. 

W-as that upon an occasional visit they were^ together, or 
were they living together ? — They were living together^ but , 
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T>id Aey appear t© be on ttnm of mdmncy togaAcr >-^ 
« es, they seemed to be so. 

As sisters > — ^Yes, I saw nothing to create a different opi- 
nion, but that they were then amicably together; bat I never , 
saw theiB but encc or twice in this house- 
Did yoo know the mother of Lady Berkeley at Aat tknc^ 

When did vou first know her ?— I never knew her in my 

Do yott renieraber Lord Berkeley's lining with Mrs. Bai* 

^ Have yoo ever dined with him when Mrs. Bailey was liv- 
ing with him ? — Very often, it is a very delicate sub^t for 
^^*^ for I am in habits of acqvaintance with Mrs. Bailey 
tfow. 

Was Mrs, Bailey treated by Lord Berkeley with the same 
respect yon have seen him treat Miss Tudor ? — Precisely. ^ 

Can yoo state at what time Lord Berkeley ceased living 
'^wt Mrs. Bailey ? — Upon ray word I cannot answer the 
^««ion ; I wish 1 couU. Yon will please to recoUeet that 
<hw^ing a great part of the rim? he K*«d with Mrs. BaUey I 
^^^3s at sea. 

Was thene a considerable interval between Lord Berkeley** 
ceasmg to live with Mrs. Bailcf and your visk to Miss Tu- 

^"1"^""^ tcIL ^ 

*Va« he living with Mrs. Bailey when yon rctttrae* wt* 
sca?~I Oikik he was. I think ^recollect visiting W^^'^^l' 
,Zf tl*" ^ ^"^^ J^mc ; that must have been in the y »^ M'^ 
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expedition to the Cape ofGo^ Hope, and »o • 
JBaile^l^ ^olloct how long he eonrin«ed to Irf^ 
^^y after that p^iod?-.Na, I ^ not. ^^ x>- . 

dr<S^ T^^^^^ know of LorA Berkeley's par*^*^^\,i^- .1 
hav^Kj'^j *t'*^ Oary?—The c^^^Musrioner's da^^^^^ci^^, 
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1 iM^e ii^!! '^^''^ ^'* ^^^ Berkeley npon the 

X>^^ iy^ ^e sacne as I should with any other 
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Did Lord Berkeley ever explain to you the reasons for hav» 
'itig so long concealed his marriage? — No reasbns but those 
I have given, that he was very sorry for it; but it was sc. 
He never gave me any reason of any sort or kind ; indeed I 
^vas not curious on the occasion. I go in a straight lipfe 
through the world, and do not trouble myself about other 
people's business. 

Did Lord Berkeley ever mention to you his situation with 
Trspect to his brother, as to his being his successor in either 
his title or his estate? — No, rever. 

You have stated that Lord Berkeley communicated to you 
that he was married, and sorry for it? — Oh dear no, he nev^r 
expressed that he was sorry he was married, but that he was 
sorry he had not loid me about it before. 

Did the communication relate to the first or the second 
marriage? — ^To the first marriage. I asked liim how an 
event of that kind could take place and he not communicate 
it to me. He said, he was sorry for it, but it was too 
late. 

Was It in 1799 he said that to you? — ^Yes, it was when 
the business was before this House; but it was before that I 
had written to him in consequence of the conversation with 
Sir Godfrey Webster. 

When did you dine at Lord Berkeley's with the Prince of 
\VaIes? — On the 15th of April I think, in the year 1803, 
but I can go to book and tell, if the House wish to know 
exactly that, because it comes within the verge of my obser- 
varions. 

Do you re4nember, while the question was depending in - 
the House of Lords in the year 1799, Lady Berkeley coming 
home in great agitation, and throwing herself into a'chair m 
the room where von were ?^I have not the least recollec- 
tion of it. I jhi J, such a circumstance x^^ouUhave impressed 
itselt upon nje T never saw it, I think- ^ . . , ^ 

but a co^^^^'^fiatWMpursuedonthacoc^^^^^^^^^^ ^^ 

Aearfn^ ;,^''\«atioo may pass m my F^ ViiveescaiteA tS^t 
Dorfce. ^ • *"it I think tl.e coodact caO«^" 



he hart '^^^'^st> . h»>;„^ -„a mined. aX»<^ , «qc nretiou^ t* 
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Was she ia mourning for her father in 1763, when yon 
first knew her ? — She was not ; and that is die circun^tance 
that makes me think that it was on the first of May, and not 
on the 20th of February, I saw her at the Masquerade. 
There are two masquerades at the Pantheon every year, 
immediatelv before the Lent season and the otlier after ; oa 
refeiente to the newspaper file of that year, I find tke first 
of the season was on tlie 20th of f ebruary, the second on 
the first ot May ; and, as I have no other means of ascertain- 
ing than that, 1 think it was on the first of May 1 first knew 
them, and not the twentieth of February. 

About that period wheu yoa saw her at the Masquerade, 
did Tou see her at any otKcr [ ubiic place ? — At no other pub* 
lie piace than whe»e 1 myself conducted the two ladies; that 
id, to the Theatre to see the P.av. 

Were vou trequeuriy ac the Theatre with them ? — ^I think 
twice with the two sisters alone. 

Do you know whee ihey were living at the time ?— * 
After their first appearance at the Masquerade, they went 
both to reside with Lady Talbot in Berkeley Square. 

Do you know w here they had been residing previously ? 
—I cannot distinctly say ; they lived in lodgings near to 
White Cross Street, and they came to the Masquerade under 
the care of the person at whose house they lodged ; the 
woman at whose house ihey lodged, whose name I do Bot 
know. 

You say she preserved, during the spring, summer, and 

autumn of 1185, the same simplicity of appearance that you 

h^d obser\ ed when you first knew her ; do you mean the 

dress and character of a person in service ? — She appeared 

in the simple dress of a young country woman, not giving 

io to any of the gaudincss of a pcisoa dressed for public 

appearance. She was generally dressed m pUm white or 

coloured cotton, , .fnss?— Tb\s 

^^ And this conrinued down to the *txiumn of 1165 ?-.it^ 

«. he,^^^ ^f^at time did you observe anyj^J ag^^tv^ 

^oJiaiL^'^^^^bJe time; and from rt^^^^e ceased bet >»^4:^^^t 
^<^r w^'^Suaintai.ceandallcorrespoO^ diimk u o^-rvs^^^ 

«'ieh /^Uer Lady Be fkdcy. 1 ^ v^^t, axid the sa^^e J^ i 
«i2- 5./. ^Pecr rhat 1 should recogm^^ ^^r#. canaoi «a^:v u*^ 
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observed any difference in her appearance until after her 
establishment with Lord Berkeley. 

When was that ?— I do nat know. I never saw her but 
in public place??. My Lord Berkeley afterwards did me the 
honour to introduce nic to her, hut till that introduction, I 
did not presume to take anv notice of her. 

Can you state the fir-st time you saw her in public with 
Lord Berkeley after the autumn of 1785 ? — I believe I did 
not see her in his Lordship^s company for years afterwards, 
hnt 1 had often occasion to see her alone ; 1 have seen her in 
Hyde Park several time^ walking alone, or with a child, 
but I did not see her with Lord Berkeley for years after- 
wards. 

You do not know from your own knowledge, when she 
was establii^hed under the protection of Lord Berkeley ? — I 
do not. 

Nor the exact date when you observed any change in her 
appearance? — I certainly 'saw her walking in Hyde Park, 
which was the first occasion of my seeing her afterwards ; 
sKe was then very differently dressed. 

Can you' state whenabi)uts that was? — I should fancy it 
was not till the year 1787. 

When you first knew these two ladies, th» one of them 
went by tlie name of Susan Cole ? — She did. 

And at the latter end of the year 1785 she went by the 
name of Mrs. "I'urnour ? — Yes. 

W^as that in consequence of her having married anybody 
of the name of Turui^ur ? — I believe chat Susan Cole took 
the name of Turnour, in consequence of living under the 
protection of a person of that name without marriage. 

Can you state, whether to your knowledge Lady Berke- 
ley, when you saw them together in' 1785, knew that her 
sister Susan went under the name of Susan Turnour? — She 
certainly knew that she went under the name of Susan 
Turnour. 

In the year 17S5, when she was with her sister Susan, 
do you know that she was hving under the protection of a 
person of the name of Turnour r— It is impossible for me la 
say whether fyady Berkeley knew it or not. 

Did you ever meet Mr. Turnour at Susan's lodgings ? — I 
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Did you ever see Lady Berkeley In company with that 
p>erson who was pointed out to y.iu as Mr. TuniDur? — . 
Never. 

In an answer vou made early in your examination, yoa 
stated that vou ha<l no acquaintaince with William 'I'udor, 
but that yon had been accustomed to call him William Cole ; 
"will you explain what you mean by t'^at ? — One hears of 
absent persons, but I only kr.evv him from the conversa- 
tion of the two sisters. Susan Cole was very a.ixious to 
recommend him to mv very humble protection, as in the 
whole course of her life she was most solicitous to assist 
her family. 

Can \ ou recollect where you saw these two ladies r — It • 
vas a house near to a Chapel, upon the riglit hand. 

With a bow wjndow ? — Yes. 

Did you ever hear of their living any where but at White- 
cross Street before they went to the Masquerade ? — I under- 
*^tood, indeed afterwards 1 knew, that they lived ar the Ox- 
ford Road comer of Bond Street.' I knew that they came 
fiom Lady Talbot's back to that lodging, for then I saw 
them there; thcv afterwards resided in Newport Street, 
Newport ATarket, and from Newport Street they went into 
the country, the one to Gloucestershire, and the other into 
Lincoinshiie. 

Did you ever hear of one or both of the sisters being at 
Air. Jenning^'t, r — I never did; but Mr. Jennings may be 
the person who kept that house ; I never heard ot the name 
ot Jennings. 

You have said, that the dress of Mary Cole maintained 
the same character ot simpliciiy to the end of the year llSo, 
rhat it iiad when you originai'lv saw her ; was that the case 
also with Mrs. Tumour ?— It was not. 

Can vou speak to your own knowledge of the cause o£ 

her at Che. ^eorge ScreeC, ^J^^^^^^^e^V^.er wa.kms vsrvv^v 

/ eii/inot r ' '^' ^^otrt B.omptuH to neai ^ ^^^, ^, ,^e co^^et 
or' ^^-hnt , '^^^pon ^e at thi^ P^^'^^ ^^ eood aUcvno. . xv. ^ 
AV'as ./'^^UbaJ^ her good eveniiig^ ^- hose care IL^a> 
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delivered my charge back agaia to the lady, and she con- 
ducted them home. 

Were Lady Ber!<eiey and her sister of the company at 
the Masquerade, or only spectators of it ? — I observed the 
two ladies in the coffee room, or room where they served 
refreshments to the company, I mean tea and coffee ; and 
they were there very simply dressed, not mixing with the 
company of the Masquerade, but apparently brought in as 
strang^ers, to see the entertainment. 

Where is White-cross Street ? — It is near Bedlam, in the 
lower part of the city. 

Did they appear in masks during a part of the evening ? — 
I believe, I can say distinctly, that I used the licence of tiic 
sort ot cntertaiument, and did address myself to them ; I 
was amusing myself in a character, and I did address mVself 
to these young ladies, and I believed that I prevailed upon 
them to allow me to get masks with the consent of the 
lady, under whose care thej came to the Masquerade, and 
wider my arm they went round the room two or^ three times 
to see the company ; it was a scene perfectly new to them ; 
they were prevailed upon ro mix with the company, and I 
went and procured them masks, and I believe a couple of 
rakes, or something of that kind, by \yhich the)' wee con- 
verted into the characters of hay-makers, and they mixed 
>pvith the company. 

' You have stated that you walked with Mrs. Turnout to 
call on Lady Berke.ey at her lodgings in South-street? — I 
have a faint recollection that I walked w ith Mrs. Turtiour 
to a nouse which she said was the lodgings of her sister 
Mary ; 1 think it was in South-street, but I cannot take 
uj on me positively to say whether it was in South-street or 
Prmce^ street, it is such a length of time it i& impossible to 
recollect wbicli. 

Can you seate at what time that happened? — ^Thclatter 
end of 1785. 

Did vou see Lady Berkeley npon that occasion ? — T think 
I did ; but 1 have stated ori> inally that my recollection 
uram rhis point is extremely f . nt and imperfect ; there is no 
striking ciicumsiance that I can associate with it in my mind, 
to 01 ing it to niy recollection. >^ j 

D.u Lady B^Mkeley ever visit at any hc^Mg^Wei'P^^^ 
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tlien a yerj young man, and living in chan^bcrs in CIcmcntV 
uin. 

Can yon state about what time that was ?— About the period 
^ 1783, when they were in London, and also I believe, once in 
the beginning of 1785. 

Did you ever hear Lady Berkeley speak of her brother by 
«Je name of Tudor ?— I have heard Lady Berkeley speak of her 
brother by the name of Tudor at the end of the year 1 78$, but I 
do not recc^ect hearing any mention of the name of Tudor by her 
at the beginning of the year 1785. 

Do you know how long Susan was at Lady Talbol*s ?— I 
think that she continued at Lady Talbot's but a fortnight. Mary 
continued longer. 

Are you perfectly sure Mary continued the longest? — ^Thc 
mchnation of ray memory is, that she continued aftet Susan 
came away. 

The first time you ever saw either the present Lady Berkeley 
or her sister Susan, was in the coffee-room at the Pantheon ? — 
Ihat was the first time. 

Have not you often heard Lady Berkeley reprobate the kvity of 
oer sister's conduct ? 

Mr. Solicitor-General objected to^e question. 

. ^n the 1 7th of June, Mr. JAMES PERRY W«s ag»i» »^*^ 
m and examined as follows : ^ 

Can you state to their Lordships, where, from T^^^ V^ !l ^e 
^i!l^ y^^i- knowledge extends. Lady Berkdey ^^^^ the 
y^rTrLP?"^' fromyour first acqnJntancc ^"-^^^eV^ 
IhL u^ --The first residence I leally do not k^^^J? Je \^ 
^nd^T ^'^^^^^inWhitecfo»-*tfm, at the bo^^^^^^^a^V^ 
rern^ J^^"^ care I saw her at the masque^de ? ^^eO%^<?^ 

^^t corner of New Bon d-street, with the mter^^^^ ^^H^^to^ 
^rt m'^v'^^J^Talbofs; she muled in Ncwpo^r^TS \^^*S^tc. 
£ort market, near Long acre, the grtat street Wi^ ^ ^^^^e^^^^t ^^ 
^^^r .'^ Newport-market. 1 find that sl^-^ ^<^^\V^<>^ 

sbi re[n^ ",^'P« ^"^ o" Saturday, 1 said that to i*^ ^^Z^^ *^titi^t 
tbe W ^ ^^ Gloucester in July or August. I r'^'^-fcro^^re^^^ 

rcideH • ^"^ ^ ^^^"'^^ fro"* my own knowledge ^=^^^^1 ^"T^,^ ^ 

thlt^ '" '^^''- ^ «^ ^^^ ^* ^"- Tumour's," fc^*^ -t^' jn ^!5l 

.Vr-I *i*5 »«>^^ there, in June 1785. I a^w her ^^^^^.- t7«^ L;Ae<> 
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iieve it to be al that masqiiefade that this tfain^ happened ; and hi 
looking into the account that was given next day, I see diat there 
is an account of Highlanders in May, but there is nothing of that 
sort in the account of the masquerade in February, so diat every 
thing concurs to give an inclination to my mind that it was on the 
first of May, and not on the twentieth of February. 

Is there nothing with regard to two haymakers in the paper ^— 
There is not ; I hare never made it a practice to allude to any 
ladies in any paper that I have had the conduct of. 

The Rev. THOMAS LATHAM, officiating clergyman of 
Osboumby, in Lincolndiire, mentioned several conversations 
which he had with Mrs. Glossop during a short time she remained 
with him, and of his administering the sacrament to her. In one 
of these conversations, she stated that they had no relation of the 
name of Tudor, neither on her side nor her husband's; but 
that a lady of that name in the neighbourhood, when she was de> 
livered of her son, William Cole, requested tiie child might be 
called Tudor. 

The Most Noble the Marquis of BUCKINGHAM having 
been sworn, was examined by the Lords in his place as follows: 

Had your Lordship any conversation with the late Lord 
Berkeley prior to the year 1799, relative to his family ? — I ap- 
prehend that I do not dejiart from the respect which 1 owe to this 
House in requesting their permission, before I answer any 
question, to remind the House, that I stand here in obedience to 
their orders, and not as a voluntary witness, in a matter, for many 
reasons, so veiy ptdnful to me. The question put to me is, whe- 
ther I had any conversation with the fate Lord Berkeley on the 
circumstances of his marriage or of his family prior to the year 
1 799 ? My answer is, that in the relation in which I stood with the 
jate Lord Berkeley by fnarriage, and with the confidential habits 
in which I lived with him for many years, 1 bad very many con- 
versations with him upon the circumstances of ^as famiAy. At 
^"■'ous times Lord Berkeley communicated to me tae otcum- 
*^«<^e of his living with a person, then, as \ nudctsiooxi, tne 
5?°^^er o( children by him. to whom ^e^f ^^^ ^^XuS^to 
i^^^ ^t that period he was not married. If I am caWeA ^u 
S^^be preKte *f that first declaration^ --^^^^^^ 
WfJ^^t ; it is limited, however, by F*^*^^^^ ^^ I tctutned 



rfiations, fhtrtbn^f must liave been betiw^Mn -tiiese twa det^s in 
which his lordship told me be was not married to the mother of 
rsome children, I did not then know how many, but boys he told 
me, whom he requested that I would-be guardian to in the con- 
tingency of his death. I gave him many reasons which induced - 
me to decline, that, but particularly adverted Jo the circumstance 
of their illegitimacy, and of their mother being alive, which 
would be a very awkward circumstance to me in the relation of 
guardian. He pressed me upon this several times ; I declined \t 
uniformly, and for the reason of their illegitimacy, which I 
assigned as my reason to him. Jn the courseof these. conversa- 
tions he frequently adverted to a matter that dwelt much upo^ 
his mind, which he stated as dwelling much upon his mind ; 
namely, the probability that the castle and honour of Berkeley, 
of which he was very proud, and naturally so, would probably 
by the circumstances of his family be severed frpm the title, an^ 
would not go to Admiral George Berkeley his brother. I com- 
bated this from reasons of propriety„but I will likewise own, frorp 
reason of unbounded affection to Admiral George Berkeley^ 
with whom I had lived in habits of intimacy from my infancy, 
and I stated to Lord Berkeley nay conviction of the propriety of 
providing as he thought proper for his children, but of letting 
that castle and property, such as he described it, go with the 
title to his brother George Berkeley. He admitted the principle 
very freely, and in the course of two or three conversations 
which I can perfecdy recollect, and probably there were many 
more, I thought that I had preva;iled upon him to do this in the 
usual way ; but I was much surprised to find an hesitation upon 
the subject, which I could not account for. He told me that he ; 
had another device or plan, or project, I forget the exact word, 
for doing this, and he seemed shy of mentioning it, and distress- 
ed ; and I think he parted once or twice from me without ex- 
plaining himself; and I did not think it became me to press, but 
to leave that matter to its own course. Jn about a day or two, I 
think next day as well as I can remember, he came to me and 
told me that he had made up his mind to tell me whftt his ideas 
were, particularly as he thought I might assist him, from the 
influence which he supposed me to have from old friendship 
with his brother: and to my surprise he told me that he had a 
daughter of whom I had never heard before, but one of those 
children, and that he was very desirous that his brother should 
entertain the idea of a mariiage between that daughter and the 
admiral's son, I perfectly remember smiling and saying, ** the 
young lady is I believe three years old," for I knew she could j 
not be older, and adverting to the age of the admiral's son. I ^ 
treated the thing lightly, but he told me if this marriaore could take 
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He aiked me vihz£ I thoogbC of it, and T im obHged to sMediit 
I discouraged k , but finding that Lord Berkeley imaghied dnt I ^ 
iBigbt perhaps inflaence tbe mind of his brother a^aiDA it, be 
requested me to state it to Mrs. Berkeley, now Lady Emily 
Berkeley, her husband being then at sea. In the eonise of die 
objections that 1 made, I told him that I thought it probable that 
she would obiect as a wife to her son, however distant that 
prospect might be, to his daughter so educated as she was hkely 
to be under a mother not married to him ; Lord Berkel^^ 
answer was, that if tbat was die only objection. Mis. Berkeley 
should have the young lady and educate her herself. I stated the 
whole of this conversation to Mrs. Berkeley ; she consulted me, 
as I told Lord Berkeley ^e probably would, what her answer 
should be. I know that what passed between Mrs. Berkeley 
and me is not legal evidence, but it may connect the eridence; 
and I state it only for the purpose of explanation. The answer 
was, that she received the communication as a mark of his 
aiFection for his brother, and would immediately transmit it to her 
husband ; when I gave this answer to Lord Berkeley, he laughed 
at my having carried a message and brought back an answer ; 
which 1 told him was one recommended by me to Mrs. Berkeley : 
and then said, that he would immediately propose to the mother 
of his gir], or his daughter, the giving up the child to Mrs. 
Berkeley ; that was the first intimation 1 had from him that she 
was no party to this transaction. I told him that if he had not 
consulted the mother before, I very much doubted that all the 
conversation whiclr had passed between us woold come to 
nothing, for that I was persuaded she would never consent 
to give her daughter to be educated by another person. I ought 
to say that 1 stated this from general report of that person, be- 
cause 1 never was in the same room with her, and never saw her 
but by accident, ^ when slie waS Wilkin^ with him in the park, at 
which time I never spoke to him. Shortly after this he was to 
have called upon me, and upon his sister at Wincr.ester, where I 
was then quartered ; he excused himself from \t by slating that 
5nat daughter was just dead ; it is that circa rnstancc wh^ch hxes 
''^ ^y recollection positiveir, the exact date at ^h\ch tW <^«^^.^^- 
'^^j^ took place, for that must have taken \>^^ce ^^ ^^.^ ^^^"^ 



71 " ^^k place, for that must have tafcen V^^^ ^'' ^" TZ..^ 
Bav?^.^^ thrhe. nning of 17^3, that the cb.Ul Va q-^^'ate 
mon,?-:- I do%ot know exactly when. ^-\P(tJV^^-^^ 
in t^e^?<^ May or J^ne 179^, but I kno^ ^^f .Krweiey v^as 
.nu^" :^-mh of Jane 1793 ; ^^^r that ever.^ ^^^^^^^^^ where 
^e ^^^^^'tatedonsee.'ns: me the first tinc^^e ^^ ^""^J^, ^f tne con- 



( 264 ) 

the llfe*time of his brother upon this proposal, and when Lord 
Berkeley made known the circumstance of the marriage, which 
he called his second marriage, the marriage of I796, I hap-r 
pened to be absent when he cal)ed upon me for that purpose. 
I was gone down into Essex ; he left a message to inform me of 
it ; it was in the year 1 797 ; but it was a subject so painful to me, 
that 1 would not converse with him upon it when we after- 
wards met, excepting that I told h;m, that if there was any idea 
as [had heard frbm rumour of settin;^ "p a. question of a former 
marriao^e ; this communication which lie had made through me 
to Admiral Berkeley, was in Admiral Berkeley's hands, and that 
I must be bound to give it in evidence if it was ever called for ; 
with these impressions, 1 never attended the Committee of Privi- 
leges in 1 799» and took no jmrt in it whatsoever, conceiving it 
was more than probable that Admiral Berkeley might think it 
necessary to call for my evidence. 

Did Lord Berkeley at any time previous to 1799, communi- 
cate to your lordship any of the circumstances attending the 
origin of his connection with Lady Berkeley ? 1 remember 
perfectly well in some conversation. Lord Berkeley adverting to 
her being a very good mother, taking great care of her chil- 
dren ; and then he said, that she had been at a school at Glou- 
cester. I said I had no difficulty in saying of her, whom I never 
saw in my life, but of whom I must have heard a great deal from 
rumour, that if I was to judge from public report, she had not 
profited much from her school education by her connection with 
him. He then said, she had left school some time before she 
came to live with him ; I remember that and nothing more. 

Did Lord Berkeley ever state to your lordship, the time when 
and the circumstances under which the particular connexion that 
subsisted between them took place? — No ; he never, to the best 
of my recollection, explained more than that she had left school ; 
and, 1 think, he said he got hold of her in London. I have some 
recollection of his talking to me something about that, and making 
use of the expression. 

Did lie ever say anything of his having advanced or paid the sum 
of one hundred guineas at the time of their first connection com- 
mencing ?— I have a faint recollection ; but on that I cannot be 
confident. I have a faint recollection of his saying something of 
paying money for her : but I cannot undertake to say the precise 
sum. 

Is your lordship well acquainted with Lord Berkele[Q(bQ;\d4p 
'writing? — Perfectly. '^'^'^^ ^ ^ 
A*. »-..- :^jt : -. *^ i'^r\r j:.i t i t> i_«i : 
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^^ mimed to the penon who thai went by the name of Miis 
Tudor ? — N^rer, but on the contrary repeatedly told me that he 
was ijot married to that person ; repe^edly. 

Did you happen to know yourself anything respecting the 
attachment of Lord Berkeley to Miss Ourey, daughter of the 
commissioner at Plymouth ? — I have only heard of it, and used to 
langh with him about it ; but nothincr more. 

Have you ever heard Lord Berkeley maVe any declaration that 
he was not married after the year I796, and before 1799 ? — Cer- 
tainly never ; I certainly never heard Lord Berkeley make z^y 
declaration of his marriage, or cf his not beins^ married in that 
interval. I believe I said before that we nad very few con- 
versations in that interval ; 1 was absent myself out of England 
one entire year ; I went in the yr^r I798 to Ireland, ?.nd remained 
there a year. 

Had you yourself any means of knowing at what time the con- 
nection first took place between Lord Berkeley and the present 
Lady Berkeley ^ — I certainly had not any means of knowing that, 
not the most distant. 

From Lord Berkeley ? — From Lord Berkeley I had no means 
of knowing when the communication took place, excepting what 
I stated in answer to the noble lord just now, which seems to point 
out that it must have been after she left school and came to Lon- 
don : that is the only date I can call to mind. 

The register of marriage in 1735 was shewn to his lordship, and 
he was asked. 

Do yon know in whose hand-writmg the words ** the mark of 

Richard Barns" are ? — I am of course to speak to an opinion only 

open this, for I have no other means of decitling, but J must say, 

that having looked very often to that entry whilst it has been upon 

the table of the House of Lords, and looked at it with great care, 

I have brought my own mind to a conclusion upon it ; I take it 

for granted what the noble lord means to ask, is what I upon my 

oath believe of that mark ; it pains me to say, that upon the oatH 

1 have taken, I believe it to be written by Lord Berkeley - 

h^^^^]soitth ^^rc^s *< Augustus Thomas tf^?^"^^"'''^^^^^ 
—^ ^«ao t r^slt'^^^ "I«" ^^^^ forxcasons that are ob- 

vious to ^^^"^^^.^^.^''/hat examines it. ^fu leaves a stroo^ 
TP-^ioT'y ''^^^ ^^/^ that it is writte^ M ^^^ ^"^ ^^f^"" 

^^"^ ^'^o-J^ ,"/;?"'"/ ^''ff l^ichardBams.- digitized by GoOqIc 
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Then His Grace the DUKE of NORFOLK having been sworn, 
was examined in his place by the Lords, as follows : 

Does your Grace recollect any of the Berkeley family having 
their names admitted in the books of the corporation of Glouces-* 
ter?^— Some year after the year 1789» at a meeting which gene- 
rally takes place sit Michaelmas, both of the magistrates of the 
county and the magistrates of the city. Lord Berkeley and myself 
were there ; we were living with the gentlemen of the county and 
the gentlemen of the town ; he then said he had a favour to ask 
me, which was, that I would procure the freedom of the city to 
be granted to two or three, I forget which, but I think three of 
his boys, and added, " You will have two more friends.'* I 
answered with many thanks, but they were so very j'-oung that 
the period of any assistance of that kind was so remote, it was a 
thing that I did not wish to pres^ upon the corporation. He 
urged it so strongly, that I acquiesced, and proposed it to the 
mayor, and the members of the corporation, who are empowered 
to grant it, and some difficulty was made, but they acquiesced ; 
the entries were made in the usual way, and the seals put to the 
grants. In the evening, a large party met to sup, and sat later 
than was usual to many, but much later than ever was usual to 
him I 

What was said by Lord Berkeley in that communication that 
your Grace had with Lord Berkeley as to his children, your 
Grace, I suppose, did not mean to say that he was in any degree 
intoxicated ? — Something passed on the circumstance of their illegi- 
timacy, but no declaration was made one way or the other, on 
the part of Lord Berkeley, as to that. 

Did Lord Berkeley assign any reason for asking that these boys 
might be admitted ? — That I should have two more friends, or 
words to that effect. 

Docs your Grace remember Lord Berkeley addressed in this 

way, iri your presence; *' You will do as Lord has done; 

you will many this woman ? — I do not recollect any person ad- 
dressing Lord Berkeley in that manner. I certainly cannot recol- 
lect to swear tluit 1 heard him so addressed. 

Then the registry of the banns of Lord Berkeley was shewn to 
the Most Noble the Marquis of Buckingham, and he was asked. 

Look at that book of banns, and state in whose hand-writing 
you believe that entry to be, the entiy of the banns between Lord 
Berkeley and Mary Cole ? — I do not believe it is written by Lord 
Berkeley, as far as 1 am a judge. ^ , 

Adjourned. Digitized by V^OOglC 
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he could not recollect Mr. Tudor being there ; but he had seen the 
Rev. Mr. Ferryman several times, nor Lady Berkeley's saying be- 
fore two of her children, "These are the ties ; if it was not for these 
it could not be supposed I would live with Lord Berkeley on the 
terms I am living.*' Dr. Jenner had attended tbe present claimant 
from his infancy ; to tht best of his recollection, he never heard 
Lord Berkeley talk of his children as illegitimate. Mrs. Jenner, 
he deposed, never visited Lady Berkeley till she took her ^tle. 

The Rev. Mr. FERRYMAN was afterwards admitted to cor- 
rect certain errors in the printed copy of his evidence. 

JOHN HERBERT and RICHARD HARRIS gave evidence 
as to the precise time when the Gloucester militia fired in South* 
gate-street, instead of College Green, in 1786 or 1787- 

BRYaN DONKIN, the last material witness ezamined> 
being called in, was asked. 

Are you conversant with the making and manufacture of paper ? 
— -I am. 

How long have you been so ? — I should suppose about sixteen 
years. 

Have you been sufficiently conversant with the mode of making 
paper, to be able to form a judgment, aud to give your reasons 
for the judgment which you so form upon the question, whether ^ 
two distinct pieces of paj^er have formed one piece of paper ?— •* 
L'nder certain circumstances I think I am» 

Then the registry of the marriage of Lord Berkeley, in the year 
1 785, was shewn to the witness, and he was asked, 

Be so good as to look at this paper (the cut leaf at the end of the 
book) and the piece on which yon see the register written, and state 
-whether to your judgment this paper ever formed part of that 
pai>er; and if so, ^^^ your reasons for that judgment? — ^Will 
your lordships permit me to uke otF this letter, it intersects the 
letter. ^ 

The witness was informed that he might cut the letter pasted 
over the leaf. 

'^^ ^vhness after cutting the letter, exattuned the leaf arxd t^^ 
^''l^y Of the ma;rfa-e, and said, 

^ *^^ven.. 7 T^ rhat this w^s the satn^ p\ece of pap^r xX^^^ 
^^'^^ orv''^^^^ ^' '^her part of this ^U; that tbis pv^ce o\ 
Pa/>er ^f'^l^yon rne ^^^^^ ^ orieiu^lly SV^ed to this p^^ oi 

fn :i^^- ^L' for tbe option that vou ^^-^r^^tu.- 
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of the inouid upon the flannel, this operation Is technically trailed 
couching the paper, he slips the mould and it forms a double im- 
pression of the water mark, the impression of the face of the 
mould ; this is a similar mould (producing one), which will pro^ 
bab I jr illustrate the idea : these small lines crossing the wires upon 
which the paper is made, have formed the impression ^which 1 
spoke of. It appears, that in making this sheet of paper, these 
lines have*crossed each other in the middle of the sheet, and that 
on examining this part of the sheet they diverge from about the 
ceiitre of the sheet to the edge, and are at about the distance of the , 
eighth of an inch. On comparing the divergency of the linet 
upon this part of the sheet with that of the piece opposite, they 
actually do correspond. I have also measured the distance be- 
tween line and line, including, 1 believe, seven or eight ; and that 
also corresponds exactly. The quality of the paper I observe 
also to be the same. 

Where the paper is skilfully made do you or not discover any 
th'; g of that divergency of the line ; or is not there one line with^ 
out two diverging lines? — .1 have very rarely seen this circum- 
stance ; 1 have seen it, but it very rarely happens. 

Could you, by taking a sheet of white paper, exhibit to the 
House the line thut you speak of as being upon the paper, when 
it is made in the mould, and how it would appear if it was 
diverged!' — If I had two sheets of thin-laid paper, I could cx^ 
jlain it. 

You see the straight lines upon that sheet of paper ?«— Yes. 

If this paper was properly and neatly manufactured it would 
have nothing but that single straight line ': — Nothing. 

But if, after having received that straight line, the paper should 
shift a litde upon the mould, that will produce another Hue besides 
the straight line forming diverging lines ? — It is by shifting upon 
the flannel, by unskilfulness or inattention, it is laid on one 
side. 

If the mould shifts upon the paper, it puts the line in a different 
placer— Yes. 

Which produces two lines ^ — Yes. 

And those have tile appearance of diverging lines ^ — Exactly 
so ; J have seen it sometimes happen that the lines arc made pa- 
rallel, that the mould has slutted in a parallel direction, and that 
it makes one line parallel with the other. 
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wouki impress the same line, but that would appear near the 
other line ? — Yes, it would. 

So as to produce diverging lines ?— Yes, 

And you state that to be an ey.tremely rare circumstance in the 
making of paper ? — It very rarely occurs in ray observation. 

And upon these grounds you take these to be part of the same 
leaf r — Yes, I have no doubt of it. 

Docs it appear to you, from the examination you have made of 
so much of the leaf as is left, with the paper which you now have 
in your hand (the piece containing the register) that there are di- 
verging lines in both, and that the diverging lines in each corres- 
pond ? — They do, to the best of my observation. 

You will observe, upon looking at this leaf of the book, that 
upon the edge of the sheet there b an impression made which ap* 
pears to be produced by the swelling of the binding at the edge of 
it >-^l perceive that. 

If the paper upon which the register is, was once part of that 
last leaf, how do you account for the circumstance, that there is 
not the same mark upon that paper as was produced by the swell- 
ing of the binding? — It appears, by the width of this paper, to 
have been cut twice, both at the edge, where it has been separated 
from the remaining part of the sheet, and likewise at the bottom, 
as it will not now make up the whole length of the book. 

Will the paper make up the width of the page ? — It does not 
seem now to coifespond exactly ; but from the inaccuracy of this 
edge, we cannot probably determine. 

How much is it shorter or longer than the other r — It is very 
little ; it seems to correspond exactly, on measuring this long 
corner. 

Ho\v do you account for the circumstance, that there is no im- 
pression upon the edge of it, if the width be the same? you ac- 
<^ouat for there being no impression upon tbe end of it, because 
t^e end is not the same ; but how do you account for tV^cre bein^ 
^^ inipression upon that ))art of it, which >wou\d form t\^e tro;r. 
^^ge of the paper, the width being the saIx.e>-^ny ^J);.^^^'^^^^^^^^ 
made r ' * ' * -^-' '^" -— •• ^- '^ '^«* "^^^^ ^^'^ 



^ ^ upon it in this way after tbe paper is once ^^^^ J(' ^^^^^, .^,, 
"" "^-nLent n.nression : and if a leaf li^>..a§ teceiNed sucv 



l^rn,anent impression ; and if a leaf H^^.a^tece^- ^^^^^^^^ 
tw^^^^^^"' should afterwards be exposecl jto a^^^- ^^^ 
"" flut surfaces, the first impression woi^lc^be obUtei 

\X> -i_ • r nut UPO'^ ^"^ ^^' 

per ould not ,be circu«.^ance of P«f ^^^'^'Je^^'^'^-^^'t' 
i^J" tend to faciUtate the 'mprcssbii s •be-xr.g Tmnness upoa ibe 
•W^'^^tedly. a.-.y thi,>g that would pro^^<:e d«t.pn y 
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the binding of the book which you have now hold of: have yofl 
any means of knowing when that sheet was manufactured ; at 
what period that was manufactured, or by ,whom ? — It is almost 
impossible in this light to ascertain whether there is a date upon it 
or not, and upon the very place where the mark would b^, there 
is this piece of paper (the certificate signed John Best) covering it as 
it did in the former instance. 

The witness was informed that he might cut the certificate 
pasted upon the paper ; which he did ; and having examined the 
paj>er was asked. 

From the observation you have made of that sheet of paper, 
does there appear to be any date upon it ? — Not that I can 
observe. 

Are you able to say where that paper was manufactured?— 
There appear to be two letters ivpon it distinctly, L. M. and like- 
wise a mark somewhat representing the Dutch mark ; some of the 
the English makers used to imitate the Dutch mark, and probably 
it may be the mark of a person of the n^aLme of Lewis Munn, but 
that 1 am not certain of. 

If it is not the make of Lewis Munn, do you think it foreign 
paper ? — It has much the appearance of foreign paper. 

Where was Lewis Munri's manufactory? — I believe it is in 
Kent, the old man's ; there are two Lewis Munns ; one at Rick- 
mansworth, and the other in Kent. 

Are they still manufacturers of paper ? — I do not know whe- 
ther the old man is or not. 

Have the other leaves of the book that mark ? — The other 
leaves of the book are of quite a different kind of paper. 

Wlicn a book is bound the leaves are cut smooth with an in* 
striiment? — Yes, by a plough. 

Without that instrument can you cut a single piece so smooth 
as that ? — Undoubtedly, either with scissars or a knife. 

You think it can be cut as smooth as that ? — Yes, but neither 
of the edges of this piece of paper appear to be the original leaf 
lefe upon the book, the piece is cut narrower. 

Suppose two leaves are pasted together for a considerable time, 
can thev be afterwards sepaiatedby a knife without cutting one or 
the other ? — I do not know that it is impossible, but I should 
think it an extremely difficult case. 



Su[)pose two leaves pasted to<7ether for a considerab 
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register of the marriage is, did you observe any remains of pencil 
lines upon it ? — There are pencil lines. 

Look at the other sheet where there is the register of Cowley's 
marriage, and see whether you can see any perxil lines ? — No, I 
see none here. Yes, on examination 1 see there are lines here. 

Take notice of these two lines t^c;:ether, and say whether they 
appear to you to have been made at the same time ? — They ap- 
pear to be much of the same colour, and about the sam? distance. 
The lines upon this part of the sheet appear not to be eq .i-distant 
from each other, the two or three lines remaining upon the part 
containing the register appear to be equi-distant. 

Look at the sheet at the commencement of the book ; do not 
that which is pasted uj>on the board, and that leaf which forms 
the first leaf in the book, appear to be the same sheet ? — Yes, 
they are the same sheet. 

That sheet of paper is totally unconnected with the sheet at the 
end of the book ? — Yes. 

Look and see whether the lines diverge in the same manner in 
that sheet ? — They do diverge in the same manner. 

With respect to the pencil lines, do anv of them correspond 
with any of the others? — Many of ti^em correspond to the width ; 
but I would observe with regard to the two sheets having the 
same divergency of these lines, it might happen that the paper 
might be made upon a double mould, that is two sheets being 
mad'» at the same time upon one mould, and being turned out 
upon the same flannel, and conducted through the subsequent 
process of the paper manufactory nearly together, and probably 
these two sheets might come together from the same mould, but 
thnt is mere probability. 

Can you by looking at that leaf see who made it, or where U 
"Was made ? — There is no water-mark ujx)n this part of the leaf. 

Can you tell whether that smooth edj:,(^ to wh\ch you were 
before referred, was made with a ploaga or a knifed — Tt^^^ ^ 
impossible.- 

Huve vou anv means of judging how longr Oac wnt\n^ of t\ie 

certificate may have been upon the j)aper ? Sone wbale^et. 

^het.er ten, fifteen, or twenty years ?— HCuat ^^^^^^^^^ 
Co!. '^ yo^ b;naght up in the piper \^ v^ s^nc.-; ■ ^^^^ .^^^^ -^^ 
mat-^'^nt with the paper manuf-crory n ^^_tI>, ;. ' ^ 
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Honse do agree with the said report, *' That the CJaimant, Wil- 
liam FitzhardingI Berkeley, had not made good hi« 
claim to the titles, honours, and dignities of Earl of Berkeley, 
Viscount Dursley," &c. which was carried nem. dis. 

The Lord Chancellor then moved the following resolution, 
which was also carried in the affirmative : — 

** That an humble address be presented to his Royal Highness 
the Prince Regent to acquaint his Royal Highness that this 
Rouse hath deemed it their duty to lay before his Royal Highness 
a copy of the evidence given before the Committee of Privileges 
upon hearing the said claim, in order that his Royal Highness 
may be enabled to determine whether any measures should be 
directed by his Royal Highness with respect to what appears in 
such evidence." 



During the sitting of the Committee of Privileges, the Lords 
taking into consideration the nature of the evidence in reference to 
Ellis I'ajder Farren, Nicholas Hickes, and William Griffith, on 
the 7th of June, the same evidence was read by William Brodie 
Gurney, whereupon the said Ellis Tayler Farren and Nicholas 
Hickes were directed to withdraw. 

Moved, That the said Ellis Tayler Farren be again called in 
and informed, that he had been called to the bar of this House, in 
consequence of its having appeared to the Committee of Privileges 
that he had grossly prevaricated in his evidence given before the 
said Committee this clay, and that he be asked, if he has any ex- 
planation to make of the same. 

The same was agreed to, and ordered accordingly. 

Whereupon the said Ellis Tayler Farren was again called in, 
and the Lord Chancellor said, *' Ellis. Tayler Farren, you have 
been ordered to the bar of this house, in consequence of its hav- 
ing appeared to the Committee of Privileges, that you have most 
grossly prevaricated in the evidence you have given before the 
said Committee, and I am directed by this House to ask you. 
Whether you wish to offer any explarratiori of that evidence?" 

W^hereupon, Ellis Tayler Farren said, ** My Lord, I never 
had the least intention of speal^ing any falsity ; 1 spoke the truth 
to the best of my knowledge ; I as much thought I had told Mr. 
Griffith, as that J stand in this House; I declare before my God, 
I would not wish to speak an untruth ; I have no more interest 
in this business than in the remotest part of France." / 
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MoTcd to resolve. That it appears to tills House, that {lllis 
Tayler Farren hath been guilty of gross prevarication in giving 
" evidence before the said Committee of. Privileges of this House, 
to whom was referred the petition of William Fitzhardinge 
Berkeley, claiming as of right to be Earl of Berkeley, Viscount 
Dursley^ and Baron Berkeley ; and thereby has been also guilty 
of a great contempt of this House. 

Then it was moved. That the said Ellis Tayler Farren be, for 
his said offence and contempt, committed to the custody of the 
Gentleman Usher of the Black Rod* 

The same was agreed to and ordered accordingly. 

Then it was moved. That the said Ellis Tayler Farren be, for 
his said offence and contempt, committed to his Majesty's gaol of 
Newgate. 

llien Nicholas Hickes was again called in, and William Btodic 
Gumey was directed to read the evidence given by the said Nicho- 
las Hickes ; and having read the same, he was directed to with- 
draw. 

Moved, That the said Nicholas Hickes be again called in and 
informed. That he had been called to the bar in consequence of 
its having appeared to th« Committee of Privileges that he had 
grossly prevaricated in his evidence, given before the said Com- 
mittee this day, and that he be asked if he has any explanation to 
make of the same* 

Whereupon the said Nicholas Hickes was again called in, and 
the Lord Chancellor said, ** Nicholas Hickes, you have been or- 
dered to attend at the bar in consequence of its having apj>eared 
to the Committee of Privileges, that you have grossly prevaricated 
in your evidence, and more especially in those parts of the evi- 
dence in which you have sworn both that you have had, and that 
you have never had conversation since you came to town, respect- 
ing the hand-writing to which you spoke ; do you wish to fay 
^i^Jthing in explanation of your evidence V* 

WhereupoH Nicholas Hickes said, '• WYien l\\e question vM 
P^t to me. I thouc^ht it was, Whether I bad \ale\y ; and I nevet 
'Mentioned it but once, and that some time ago; \ mvsioo*. 
*3^^stion entirely." ^^ 

. ^ere not you asked, -Whether that I>^ ^^^f J^Viete, 1 
^oWq ).._Yi, but I entirely raisonderstood it,a» i 
^'"e your lordships. 

He was directed to ^^^^i^Jz^^^b^Gc^O^^^^^ 
lLT.-^^Ov..1 t. ,-colre. That it apn^rs to .^>^i* .^o^^' V ^^ ^^^cnc« 
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Then It was moved, That the said Nicholas Kckes be, for his 
»id off«nce and coBtempt, committed to the custody of the Gen- 
tleman Usher of the Black Rod, 

The same was agreed to ; and ordered accordingly. 
Then it was moved. That the said Nicholas Hidces be, for his 
said offence and contempt, committed to his Majesty's gaol of 

The same was agreed to; and ordered accordingly. 
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